Profeſſor of Divinity 3 in i Uni- 
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The Second Edition. 


Containing, beſide what was in the former Edi- 


tion, an ABSTRACT of the Pleadings, and 
all the Papers which were before 


General Aſſembly. 


tinued to che ic Riſing of the AT. 
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t proper Rae 
the —— — the laſt Gene- 
ral Aſſembly, which was to 
judge of Profeſſor Simſon's * 
7 rial, commenc'd before the | 
Presbytery of Glaſgow, and 
Cart ied on b them, with the 
Aſſiſtance of the Committee 
appointed for that Pur poſe 
by the preceeding TEES 
Aſſembly, to print a Col- 
lection of the Authentick Papers that were Parts of that 
Preceſs, and to connect them by prefixing an Hiſtorical 
Pre ace, which was little more then an A bſtract of the 
Minutes of the ſaid Committee and the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, the only Records at that "Time into which 
this Proceſs had entered. 

And now, ſceing this Affair has bcen the chi Im- 
ployment of the late General Aſſembiy; and that they 
dig not finiſh the Trial, but leſt what remains to the 
next Aſſembly, appoint ing in the mean while a Com- 
mittee to prepare and ripen it for a Deciſion: The 
ſame Reaſons do require the publiſhing of this more 

| #2 | elk 


1 PREFACE. 


correct Balition of the Trial, with a Continuation of & 4 
getedings in it before the laſt Aſſembly; and &- tt 

veral Papers that were then added to the Proceſs. W 
This Publication is intended for the Uſe: of the Com- tt 

| mittee abovementioned of the laſt Aſſembly, Who are fe 
to be the Judges in the interim; and of all the 158 be 
bers of the Church who may in the next General Aſ. C 
ſembly give the final Deciſion to this Cauſe ; and like: 
wiſe of any other Perſons whoſe Concern for the Truth, to 
which they may ſuppoſe to be intereſted in the Conduct ee 
and qſſue of this Affair, or whoſe Curioſity may lead de 
them to deſire to ſee a genuine Account of jt , | &« 
It may not be amiſs to give the Reader a general pe 
View of the true State of this Matter, before he pro- in 
ceed to look unto the Detail of che ſeyeral $a of 'th 
it. — 2 NE 70 
It will appear to the candid vin mc cg Rea- "Til 


der of the following Account, and, if a real Concern te 
for Truth be his Motive for looking into lit, he muſt A 
obſerve with Pleaſure, that the Truth is not in the leaſt to 


Danger, and that, as the Proceſs now ſtands, the In- lat 
tereſt of that is almoſt intirely out of the Queſtion ; 80 
and it appears now not to be the Cauſe of Truth, but A 
of a particular Man that is in Agitation: The Que- Er 
ſtion that lies before 5 — Supreme Judicature of the an 
Church of Stland, is not concerning the Truth or ed 
 Falſbood of Opinions, but is a Queſtion purely of Fatt ; : Ye 
whether Profeſſor Simſon has at any I ime uttered Ex- ſen 
reffions that were not the moſt proper, or exactly a- Co. 
greeable to the Orthodox Doctrine of this Church; Co 
which, it appears, he has always taught and ſtill con- the 
tinues to aſſert and maintain, as his own Faitßs? Po 


This will be evident to be the true State of the Caſe, ſon 

and muſt afford a comfortable View of it to every Ch 
good Chriſtian, who may have been alarm'd before the nei 
fitting of the late Aſſembly with the Melancholy A- Inf 
 prarance 0 of . E rror — in * 4s; for fo ſar even dit 


the 
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to be made into Mr. Simſon s Opinions and 
concerning the Holy Trinity, proceeds upon the Conſi- 


n OE * N uo 
* Fs +; 


A 


the more cautious'and modeſt ventured to © pronounes, 


that there were ſach Appearances. It will now be ſeen, 
what were the Foundation of - theſe: Appearances ;, that 


they were without any real Ground, ſuch as the too 


fearful and credulous Lovers of the Truth apprehended, 
before they could examine the Caſe with an impartial 


e 
2 oy 


Ca.. 47: az n LS 3 0 
Ihe Act of the Aſſembly 1726, appoint ing Inquiry 
| Doctrine 


deration of certain Surmiſes and Reports of unſound aud 


erroneous Doctrine being taught- at Glaſgow, which Re- 
ports had ſpread fo far, that ſeveral Presbytories bad 
inſtructed their Commiſſioners, to propoſe to the. Afſembly 
that Inquiry might be made into'the Grounds of thoſe Ri- 
ports. How or by what Means theſe Surmiſes did a 
riſe, and theſe Reports came to be ſpread and 2 
ted, ſhall not be here inquired into nor accounted for: 
Althoꝰ *tis pretty remarkable, that when the Libel: came 
to be framed againſt Mr. Simſon, tho it took in as 
large a Space of Time as could well be done; yet it 
5 — back then ſometime in the Tear 1725: 
And by the Proof it appears to have been towards tre 
End of the Year 1725, that is the earlieſt Period when 
any Thing exceptionable is alledged to have been utter 
ed by the Profeſſor; and yet in the Beginning of tge 
Tear 1726, the Report, it ſeems, is ſo far ſpread, that 


goes no 


ſeveral Presbyteries do then give Inſtructions to their 


Commiſſioners of Aſſembly about it: The Profeſſor's 
Colleges commenced in October 1725, the Aſſembly ſat 
the Beginning of May 1726, the Ground of thoſe Re- 
ports is not ſaid to have been given by the Profeſſor till 
ſometime aſter the Commencement of his College, the 
Chief Article found proven is ſaid by one of the Wit- 
neſſes to have been uttered in December 1725; and the 
Inſtructions from the Presbyteries, ſome of them pretty 


diltant from Glaſgow, muſt have been given a conſide- 


rable 
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A PREPACE. 


as might be apt to make a Stranger, at leaſt, ſu- 
2 that ſome Induſtry had been uſed in propagating 


N 


Proſeſſox a erroveous Doctrines or Opinions, in caſe he 
had truly vented the one, or held and believed the o- 
W 

The Inquiry into his Opinions. was indeed managed 
in ſuch a Way, as the Profefior did not think agree- 


which forbids the Inquirers to inſiſ upon any Article not 
contained in the Word of God, the Confeſfion of | Faith, 
and the Larger aud Shorter Catechiſms of this Church: 
The Proſeſſor imagined, they were carrying their Inqui- 
ties into his ions, fart her than the Act of Aſſem- 
_ {bly intended: And believed it was not ſufficient to au- 
thorize their Queſt ions or oblige him to anſwer them, 
that they might think the Anſwers to them were con- 
tained by Conſequence or by Interpretation in the Scrip- 
-Fures or Confeſſion of Faith, becauſe, at that Rate, the 
Limitat ion upon their Inquiry might be intirely cluded : 
For if they ſhould go beycnd what was expreſly contain- 
ed in the Scriptures or Confeſſion, &c. they were the 
Judges what was therein contain'd by Interpretation or 
Conſequence, and might carry their Inquiry as ſar as 
they thought fit; and might, after he ſhould: anſwer 
their firſt Queries, put new Queries to him, and ſo on 
without any End or Limitation that he could perceive : 
And, at the ſame Time, might put to him Queries 
concerning which the Church has never yet given her 
We wn, nor perhaps many of her Members ever 


ſorm d 


© 


mable Time before May 17263 ſo that theſe Surmiſes } 
.and 9 have ſpread with a Velocity ſo extraordi- 


appointed by that Aa, into the 
Grounds of thoſe Reports and the Opinions and Do- 
Ainet of Mr. Smfon, has been made with great Fide- | 
ity and Diligence by the Presbytery of Glaſgow ; ; 
that nothing was omitted to make a Diſcovery of rhe 


able to the Appointment of the Act of the Aſſembly, 


SODADD9 AS. DX 
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Errors {ſo many 
had ſuch a violent Courſe, as ſhow'd: w_ had made 
no ſmall Impreſſion on the Minds of many People, and 
made him a very unfit Perſon to make the firſ Declan 

tions concerning 3 


Method of Taquiry into Opinions, 


left to him and every Man; that he declined giving An- 


| theſe Queries, and againit their being 
Act of Aſſembly, ſhoula be properly cogn 


of the Queſtion itſelf: For by Means of this the Jealon- 
ſies and Suſpicions that had been conceived were con- 
Hrmed and increaſed; and many People ſo fur miſtook 
che Proſeſſot, as to imagine that he declined to an- 
wer cheſe Queſtions, as not daring to declare his real 


. * E F 10 6 * 


awd a ditin& Opinion ; and which, probably, were 


the Inquirers themſelves each of them ſeparately — 


Anſwers to, their Notions and Auſwers right not c 


- aRly agree. Any Body may judge, that to anſwer ſuch 


Queries, were very dangerous for a Profeſſor, of whoſe 
ſes and Reports had ariſen ; "and 


thoriry in this Church. ney 
It was the Apprehenſion' of theſe Con: of the 


that was taken with 
the Profeſſor ; and becauſe he thought, that to require 
him to. anfwer ſuch Queſtions as above deſcribed, was 


an Infringement of the which the Laws of the 
Land, a5 well av'of the Goſpel and this Church, had 


ſwers to the apoſed to him by the Prabyrey 
of Glaſgow, till die Obe dens 1 


termined: And not becauſe he truly differed in Opini- 


dn as to the Ser of rheſe Dierker fromthe Church, 


or even from the Members who put them to him. 
This Declining however to give a ready Anſwer'to 


theſe Queſtions, had very bad Conſequences with Re- 


ſpect to himſelf; and many think it WAS an 4 


_- or imprudent Str in Matter of Conduct, 


Crounds he had for it in Matter of Law, or the * 


Sentiments upon the Subject of them: This Concrit, 
however," WAS i ooicher — chantable, 1 nor . af 


— 
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vii PRE FAC R. 
real Foundation in Fact, as may be very well preſumed; 
at leaſt, from what has appeared in the formal Trial of 
the Profeſſor, upon the Libel. A. 

I he Sum of what is diſcovered in a Trial, -_ far 
as it has gone, concerning the Profeſſor's Opinions and 
Doctrine, which were the Subject of the Inquiry ap- 
pointed to be made by the Aſſembly 1726, by Reaſon 
of the Surmiſes and Reports that had one abroad of 
_ their being unſound, comes to this, 

That the Profeſſor has been in Uk, in his 1 
conſtantly and habitually to teach the Orthodox Do- 
&trine of our Confeſſion of Faith concerning the Trinity, 
not deceitfully or in Pretence only, but bona fide, with 
Satisfaction, and as his own Opinion. 

That particularly, he: has always taught the Supreme 
and true Deity - of the Sm of God, and his Equality 
with the Father, as to all the Effential Perf, eftions of 
the Divine Nature: and that he has been in uſe to re- 
ſute, to the beſt of his Ability and Skill, the Errors 
maintained by Heret icks, as to this Doctrine; ; - eſpecial- 
ly the ſeveral Branches of the Arian Hereſy, and even 
the Articles in which Dr. Clark has differ d from the 
receivd Orthodox Opinion. 

The Profeſſor has likewiſe in the moſt. Glen er 
at the Ear of the General Aſſembly, declared, That as 
be at firſt became a Member of the Church of Scotland, 
and embraced her Doctrine, becauſe he truly believed it, 

. as well as he lik'd and approv'd of her. Worſhip, Diſc i- 
pline and Government; ſo he ſtill adhered to his Belief 
ef that Doctrine, and that he never knowingly or deſign- 
ea, vented or maintained any Propoſi tion - contrary to, 
or inconſiſtent with that Doctrine; and that for that 
"Reaſon only he gave the Church and himſelf the Trouble 
to ftand upon his Defence: For that in Reality, if he 
Had altered his Opinion in any Point of Doctrine held 
by this Church, he would have frankly and ingenuouſiy 


: declared it to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, or to thi .Gene- | ATISIN 


ral 
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bimſelf from the Church, tb fome Place where he might 
be at Liberty to enjoy his new Opinion, if any ſuch he 
bad truly conceived.” 

The Profeſſor. yet futther, to give the moſt ample 
8 atisfaction as to the Soundneſs of his Opinions 
in the Points of Doctrine to which his Libel relates, aal 
zire in to the Aſſembly in Writing, a plain and ſhort 
Declaration of his Faith, concerning thoſe Truths that 
are directly oppoſite to che Errors charged upon him in 
he Libel: Hos they are generally not charged u 
um AS directly held or maintained by him, but as 12 

g ſomewhat implied, or too much favoured by the 
mates which he has uſed in ſpeaking of thoſe Sub jects. 
And tho? that Declaration of the Profeſſor's relates ons 
y to ſuch Articles of the Libel as had been ſound re- 
evant by the late Aſſembly; yet it will be evident to 
ny one, that it contains an Aſſertion of the Truths 
hat are oppoſite to and inconſiſtent with all the 


well as theſe whereof the Relevancy is found. 

There is no Reaſon, either on Account of common 
harity, or the particular Circumſtances of this Caſe, 
he privats Character of the Perſon accuſed, or the 


ng, to have the leaſt Sufficion againſt the Veracity or 
ngenuity of this habitual Orthodoxy of the Profeſſor's 
ectures in his Divinity School, and of his Declarations 
y Word and Writing exhibited before the General 
\ſembly « If he truly were an Heretick in his Heart, 
ad had intended to inſtil thoſe erroneous Principles in- 
0 his Scholars, is it credible that he could have taught 
hem in ſuch a Manner, as not to diſcover his own real 
ntiments, . or teach them the Opinions he defigned 


atisfied and perſuaded that their rofeſſor taught and 
1 the Confeſſion 1 — and that they were 
learn 


val Aﬀerby ; and. would have chearfully withdraws 


Errors to which any other Article of the Libel relates, 


root that has been brought of his Method of Teach- 


0 propagate : But on the contrary, leave his Scholars' 
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learning the Doctrine of it from him? Strange Here- 


tick! who has never made one Proſelyte among his own 
Diſciples, nor even diſcover d to them that their Ma- 


Ker held any heretical Principles. . 

" The Profeſſor's perſonal Character is ſuch, as muſt re- 
move all Suſpicion with every Body, the leaſt acquaint- 
ed with. it, of his being a crafty Diſſembler of his pri- 


vate Seutiments for the Sake of his worldly Intereſt, It 


is well known, that his Temper leans not to any Exceſs 
on that Side; but rather the contrary, that he is open 
and ingenuous, even excceding the Bounds of an allow- 
able Caution : And by that only has expoſed himſelf to 
be miſtaken, at the ſame Time that in Reality he differs 


not in his Opinion, from his Brethren : Nor was the 


Declaration, laſt given in by him to the Aſſembly, the 
Aſſertion of any Thing yew, or different from what he 
had advanced before, even in the Papers writ by him 
in this Trial; the Declaration is exactly conformable to 
theſe, and is in Effect extracted out of them; it is on- 
ly made more ſhort. and ſimple, confining itſelf to the 


preciſe. Points in. Queſtion, and directly adapted .tofify 


contradict the Errors alledged againſt the Profeſſor in 
the, Libel. EE | 


Where then 4 5 the Danger to be juſtly apprehended} 
from this Man? Or, where is the melancholy Appearance 


that Error is to be introduced into this Church, by his 
Means ? Unleſs: the Proſecution itſelf ſhall give Occaſi- 


an to it, contrary to the Intention of them who rais d 
it, by ſetting the Multitude of the Vulgar to think and] 


diſcourſe. more frequently and freely of that High Myſte- 
zy; than it is convenient for themſelves or the Truth 
e ſhould : But if this ſhould happen, which the 


l not be imputable to him, for he has neither taught 
Subjett 


Whatr 


will be as much afflicted at as any Man, it 


A des hold or believe any Heretical Opinion on chef 
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What then has been the Ground of all theſe Surmi- 
18. ſes and Reports, of the Alarm that has been taken, and 
n of the melancholly Appearances that many have imagi- 
la- ned they ſaw ? Why, in Reality no more than this at 
moſt, that once, and but once in all the Courſe of the 
re- Profeſior? Teaching, 'Two or Three of his Scholars 
nt have ſwore, that he uttered an Expreſſion or Two, 
Yi- which, taken as they rehearſe it, cannot well be recon- 
It ciled with the Truth, with the Profeſſor's ordinary Do- 
els Erine, or with his preſent Declaration. He is not con- 
den ſcious to himſelf that he ever uttered theſe Expreſſions; 
w nor are they remember d by a good Number of Students, 
toil who attended his 1 as carefully, and who, by 
ers their Depoſitions appear to be fully as judicious as thoſe 
the who deponed they heard them: But if he did utter 
the them, it was without any ill Deſign ; ; and was but 4 
Trip in Expreſſion incident to all Men, eſpecially to one 


before.” TY 
Now ſuppoſing theſe Expreſſions, ever ſo clearly 
prov'd, the Profeſſor may be to blame as deficient ſome+ 
vhat in Caution, or Prudence, in not keeping a ſtricter 
uard over his Speech, but that can make him no He- 
etick, nor put his Students or the Church in - Danger 
ff the Introduction of ſuch dreadful Errors as have been 
apprehended ;' Errors, ſuch as it was no Wonder, the 
iniſters of chis Church ſhould be deeply alarmed at 
he Appearance of, and animated with a Zeal to give 
proper Check to them, if any ſuch had really bee. 
ound in one of her Members. But the Spirit of Zeab 
n puniſhing Offenders, no more than that of 88 | 
Om, requires not that we ſhould: be fond to ſeek Occa- 
ons of exerting it: It is ſufficient that we be ready to. 
fler, or canſe others to ſuffer when it cannot be avoid- 
d. Wherefore it is not to be doubted, that the moſt 
alous- Friends to Truth in this Church will rejoice and 
: thankful when they find, that the melancholy Ap- 
b 2 pear- 
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arance of Error which threatned us, is truly no more th 

than a Phantom or falſe Appearance, which evaniſhes ov 
n a nearer Proſpe& and nicer Examination, as the il 

impartial Reader of the following 1 Proceſs will Fare be 


PON the fixteenth Februany 1726, when Profeſ-| for 
| ſor Simſon was ſo very ill of an Ind iſpoſition, Ai 
; which had laſted a Year and a half, that his Life was in 
almoſt deſpaired of, as was generally known at Glaſgow, pre 
Mr. Charles Coats, Miniſter at Govan, without 75 no 
| ſpeaking to the Profeſſor himſelf, repreſented to the Pres- Pr: 


| bytery, That he had heard, that Profeſſor Simſon had Pre 


taught ſeveral Errors that Winter concerning the Doc- mi 
trine of the Holy Trinity, to whoſe Information ſome ſl he 
Particulars were (aid to have been) added by ſome to 
other Members. 5 
The Presbytery, inſtead of enquiring into the Riſe, Sint 
Occaſion, Broachers and Grounds of theſe Reports, as the 
our Form of Proceſs, Chap. vii. Set?. 3. (printed, Page can 
47. of this Collection) dire&s, thought fit to appomt Pre 
their Moderator, with two other Members, to confer Co 
with the Profeſſor, and acquaint him with the above to1 
Report, of his having taught erroneous Doctrine; par- 
ticularly, © That Chriſtus eſt verus, non ſummus Den: ; Pre 
non eft equalis Patri; non eft ens neceſſarium wel in- of! 
* dependens ; and that he refuted -Pifter's Arguments Poi 
< for the Equality of the Son with the Father; that the 
in ſpeaking about that Title in Pictet's Book of the wet 
® Chapter about Chriſt's being Summus Deus equalis Jud. 
4. Patri, he ſaid, it was to be underſtood cum grant je 
« ſalis ; that he diſowned Chriſt's Self-exiftence ; that was 
& in f peaking upon John xvii. 3. he ſaid there was 2 
12 Senſe i in which the Words (the only true God) could Aa 
« not be applied to the Son, but only to the Father. 
The Committee were likewiſe inſtructed to deſire that 
he * lay before the Eresbytery Yr he had wr ; 
* £ 


hat! | Minute 


— . — mnt Ie oo on 
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own Vindication. - 
| 'The Profeſſor was not a lirtle ſ urpriſed when — — 
ber, who had been with him in the Morning, and knew 


that he was under the Tryal of a new Medicine, (all 
former ones having proved 15 returned i in the 


Afternoon, and acquainted him with what had paſſed 
in the Presbytery: But the Profeſſor told him, —— his 
preſent Condition of Health, was ſuch, that he could 
not engage in a Conference with a Committee of the 
Presbytery, without endangering his Life; but if the 
Presbytery had any Thing to lay to his Charge, they 


might do it — to the Rules of the Church, and 


he ſhould anſwer them, if the Lord ſhould Np him 


to any Meaſure of Health. 


The Committee of the ene did not go to Mr. | 
Simſem; but two or three Days after the Meeting of 
the ſaid Presbytery, Mr. Hot, one of the Committee, 


came to him, and told him that he was againſt the 


Presbytery's appointing that Committee, and ſuch a 


Conference, upon ſo nice a Subject, which WAS * 
to make Miſtakes than remove them. 5 
= The Profeſſor told him, that he Gaia that „ 
Presbytery had no Right, as a Judicature, to demand 
of him what he taught on the above, or any other 


Points; but if they had any Fault to charge him with, 
they might do it in a regular May: However, as they 
were Brethren, he could freely give them, in an extra- 


;jůudicial Way, an Account of his Doctrine on that Sub- 


ject, being conſcious that he had 7 chat . 
was amiſs. i 

Mr. Svot aid, That all was done i in an extrajudicia? 
Manner, and no Minute taken f it; but that they, as 
Friends and Brethren, were deſirous to know what the 

Matter was, that they might contradict theſe Reports, 
Mine of Rr 16; dun z. 5 Jet there is a | 
February 16. about it, made up and ex 
| crafted : 4 


„ 
| that Seſſion, upon theſe Heads, and to endeavour * 
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traced : But it is not known by what Order 1 thi 


Is inſerted in the Records of the Presbytery. 
The Profeſſor promiſed to Mr. Scot to write to them 
a full Account againſt their next Meeting, if he got a 
Note of the Particulars ; which he accordingly ob- 
tained the Week following, and found all the Particu- 
lars were new to him, having never heard of any ſuch 
Reports paſſing of him, except one, viz. That he 
ſhould have ſaid, that when Chriſt is ſaid to be Sum- 
mus Deus, it is to be taken cum grano ſalis, tho he 
had heard a great Rumour in general, that he had 
raught Hereſy about the Doctrine of the Trinity, and 

that he was an Arian. 

The Profeflor, in conſequence of his Rene tho? in 
a low State of Health, —_ uſing Medicines daily, 


ſent to the Presbytery his Letter, dated March 2. 1726, 


which is printed in this Collection, Page 1. and which 
was read that Afternoon in the Pregþyrery ; and the 
Conſideration of it delayed to their next Meeting on 


March 23. when it was again read, and the Conſide- 


ration of it further delayed to their next Metting. - 
Upon the 27th of April, the Presbytery alledging 
they tound ſome Difficulties in the Prolelſor r's Letter, 
appointed the Miniſters of Glaſgow, | with Principal 
Stirling, to meet as a Committee on the ſaid Letter, 
and to report their Judgment upon it next M rings 
but this was their laſt Meeting before the Aſſembly. 
Theſe: Delays of the Conſideration of the Profeſivr's 5 


Letter, for no leſs than nine Weeks before the ſitting of 


the General Aſſembly, ſeem to have been induſtriouſly 


made : 
tery of Glaſgow to the Committee of Aſſembly, 


(ke the Act of Aſſembly printed, Page 7.) viz. That 
they had appointed a Committee to conſider the Profeſſor s 


Letter, but that the Committee had not yet made Report 
umto the Presbytery, ſeems a little diſguiſed; that Com-, 


1 mirtee ——_ not been appointed: till eight Weeks at- 
N ter 


For the | =. rag of the Commiſſioners | of the | 


5 


ter the Profetior Letter was read before the P 
ry, and there having been no Meeting of the 


to which they could report before the — 'of the 
Aſſembly: And tho* the Commiſſioners from the Pres- 
bytery had no Inſtructions from their Conſtituents to 


endeavour either openly or ſecretly to procure an Act of 
Aſſembly about this Affair of the Proteflor's; yet it is 
well known how diligent they were in private to 
ſuade the Members of Aſſembly of the Neceſſity Tos 4 
Committee to aſſiſt them; and Mr. Charles Coats o- 
penly declaimed agaihſt the Proſeſſor in the Subcommit- 
tee of Aſſembly. This was thought a very extraordi- 
nary Practice, to attack a Miniſter's Character behind 
his Back in the Supreme Judicature, concerning an Af- 
$air in which there had been ſo little Progreſs made be- 


fore the Presbytery, where regularly any Proceſs againſt 


a Miniſter ought to commence; eſpecially when it was 
known that the Profeſſor was neither -call'd to attend 


che Aſſembly, nor, if he had been call'd, was in a 


Condition to attend them by Reaſon of his Indiſpoſi- 


tion: And it is evident that a Precedent of this Kind 


may be of very bad Conſ equence, ſeeing no Perſon can 
be brow againſt ſuch Audi, Vhereby the moſt inno- 
cent Perſon's Fame and Reputation may be publickly 
violated before he can poſſibly be aware of it. 
May 17. The General Aſſembly 2 the AQ which 
is Fes, Page 7. of this Collection. ; 
At their next Meeting June 1ſt. it was 


= ** the ſaid Committee had not met, becauſe they 


were informed, that the General Aſſembly had given 
Orders chereanent, which had not yet come to hand. 
The Act of the Aſſembly was read in the Presby- 
tery, at their Meeting upon the 13th of July, andthe 
Presbytery renewed their Appointment upon their for- 


mer Committee, adding to them three other Miniſters, 


to > 8⁰ Span the Profeſſor $ Letter, We: . endeten 


PREFAC * — 


= 
7 
i 
4 
© 
4 
'" } 
8 
\ 
Mi 
© 
1 
3 = 
* 
* 
JI! 9 
: 
=o 
1 
iS: 
© 5 : 
$% 1 
— 1 
? 
. 1 
5 * 
. + 
"a ; 
= 
1 
7 5 
17 
* 
4 | 
: 
1 
£ 
P 
J l 
1 
1 
#0: 
1 N 
* 1 
. 
| l 
\ 
| 
13 


= eee 7 


—— Foes 
ogg” ap 


— — 
— —— ——— 


2 
——— IE 


— 


> > [2 


_—_— 


a en. — (KK ˖ —,½’ ciot ne pted _—_—— 
- FI —— AR INES om — 


Sr - ä 
29 - ated 
4 ether iro ono — — — 


— —— — 


4 
. a ooo ˖ —— 


. oy „ 


TIDES 
—— — 
— l 


xvi NEF AT E. = | 
_ drawn up the Queſtions, printed Page 9. which they 


mote, that it is impoſſible to reconcile it with theſe ex- 


Faſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, which every one may 


no Conveniency to think of the Presbytery's Queſtions, 


_ veceſioned the Clauſe of his Letter, Page 11th near the Head: 
till they received his Letter of October the 12th, after which t 


er Extrad. 


upon ſuch ueſtions as might be proper in Conſequenet 5 | 2 
of the —_ Act. 1 „ hin 


* 
— 
” 


Upon the ad of Autaft, the Committee reported, 
that they had met upon the 27. wy then laſt, and had ; 57 


were of Opinion ought to be put to the Profeſſor. The 
Presbytery approved of theſe Queſtions, and appointed 
their Moderator to give an Extract of them to * The 
Profeſſor, deſiring him to give in to the Presbytery An- 
ſwers thereto with his firſt Conventency. x. 
The Presbytery thought fit to take this Method, in 
Conſequence of the Afſembly's Act; but one fo very re- 


preſs Words of the Act, which orders both the Presby- | 
tery of Glaſgow and the Aſſembly's Committee, To pro- 
ceed by all proper Ways of Inquiry; which muſt be theſe. | 

reſcribed in our Form of Proceſs, that alone are autho- 
riſed in this Church; and the ſaid Act alſo reſtri& them 
to inſiſt on no Articles that are not contained in our Con- 


ſce the Presbytery s Queſtions - are not, the Terms of re 7; 


them not being therein mentioned; but if they meant ion + 
the ſame Things therein determined, they ſhould have 


uſed the ſame Terms. 8 

The Profeffor, by the Advice of his Phyſicians, went, 
the Week following to the Country for his Health, where 
he ſtayed till near the End of September; and ſo had 


or to attend any of their Meetings: But having receiy- | 
ed a Meſſage from the Presbytery, at one of their Meet- 
a | mmngs, 


* Jt is thus in the Extradt delivered to Mr. Stuss O u, which 


The 
he fai, 
wo 


42 


Neither his Name nor Deſignation was in any of their Minutes, 


22s inſerted;ʒ what is printed Page gth, was taken from s Jet- | 


. . ui AS th... Ae 20 
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Tings, in the Time the Synod, in October laſt, deſiring 

* him to give in Anſwers to their Queſtions againſt the 

Fizth of that Month; he ſent them the Letter of that 

, Day's Date, which is printed, Page Ibn. 

d pon the 2d of November, the Proteſſor waited up- 


| ” 


Jon the Presbytery, and humbly deſired, that in order 
e Mto clear him, in giving a ſuitable Anſwer to their Que- 


Iſtions, they would be pleaſed to ſatisfy him with Re- 
Apect to a tew Queſtions. The 1, Whether the Revo- 
 Fend Presbytery thought themſelves impowered, by the laſt 
Ceueral Aſſembly's Att about him, to demand of bim hit 


in Wnt Thoughts upon any Point of Divinity, under the 
= MPains mentioned in the ſd1d At; Here the Proteflor 
aid before the Presbytery ſeveral Reaſons which moved. 
/- Him to think they were not ſo impowered; which are 
0- printed in his Letter to the Committee for Purity of 
ſe Doctrine, Page 13, &c. The 2d, Whether the Que 
ions they had given him to anſwer were contained in the 
m onfeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms received by this Church# 
1. Bcc Page is. The za, In what Part of the Holy Sorip- 
yy Wires, Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms their @neſtions 


Pre contained and determined? The 4th, Midt Rela- 


nt. ion they have to hit Letter of the 2d. of March then 
ve aft, or any other Thing that he had vented or taught > 


He further ſignified to the Presbytery, That he wiſhed 


: Whey would condeſcend to give him their Anſwer to their 
re pn Queſtions, that fo he might know their Sentiments 
ad. pf them ; and, that at preſent he was not clear to un- 
1s, wer tlieir Queſtions. But the Presbytery thought fit, 
Vn Place of giving any Anſwer to the Proſeſſor, to trunſ- 


mit an Account of their Proceedings to the Committees 
Fer preſerving Purity of Dbctrine, that was to meet at 
Edinburgh upon Tueſday then next, and to deſire their 


Advice and Directions what futther Steps ro malle. 
ich The Profeſſor at the ſame Time wrote 4 Letter ts 


d: 
es, 


he ſaid Committee of Aſſembly, dated the 57b of N.. 


r Pember, printed Page ratb of this Collection, con- 
gf - 8 VV . A . „ 1 AT 32 PL. ; 6 
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and his Reaſons againſt their Method of Inquiſition an 


in their References, which the Presbytery approved of; ¶ were 


5 che Appointment of the Aſſembly's * e 


Jen M40. War ati > — _ 9 — 
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' taining an Account of what had paſt in the Presbyte ery, 


wveſtions. | . 
he Committee of Aſſembly having met upon the 9% a 
of November, read an Extract of the Presbytery's Pro, 
cedure, and the Profeſſor's Letter; and having reaſon te 


ed thereon, they appointed a Letter to be written to the th 
Ercsbytery of Glafgow,. adviſing them to point out theſe 
Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter, on which theſe Que. 


ſttons to him are founded, and to take particular Noti ct pa: 
of the Paſſages of the Word of God, aud Confeſſion an 
_ Faith, aud Larger and Shorter ntechiſms of this Church, chi 
founded —— to which they judge theſe are contrary Jud 
And. the ſaidCommittee impowered their Moderator( upon the 
Application from the Presbytery of G/aſgow) to cal] ter, 
the Committee, to meet at that Place, he firſt adviſing} Ko 
the Matter with ſuch. of the Commirtte reliding in and the; 
about Edinburgh, as he could find, out 
Upon the 23d of November, when the Presbytery Cat. 
was met pro re nata, for planting of Cumbernald, the en 
Proceedings of the ſaid Committee for Preſervation off 1 
Parity of Doctrine, with their Moderator's Letter toW in tc 
the-Presbytery were produced, and read: And the Pres- Page 


bytery declared, they were willing to comply with the the « 
Advice of the ſaid Committee, and appoineed a Com · ¶ Mee 
mittee of their Number to draw up References argon” 1 
ingly. - readi 

The ed Commirtee: F that ſame 1 give vers 


and appointed the Profeſſor to anſwer; and they arc 
printed in this Collection Page 18th, __ 
It is evident from theſe References, that they do not 


fax they do not ſo much as adventure to ſay, that their 
Daene are foumded on the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 
Letter, but only that they gave Occaſſon for theſe Que- 
ſtions : Ner do they sel any one Text of Scripture, | 
9 5 or 


ny Propoſition in the” Profeſſor's Letter is W bi 
only ſuch Paſſages as they had in their Eye in drawing 


ap the Queries. 


= 


theſe Words of the Committee of the Aſſembly's Letter, 

viz. To point out- the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter, 
an which theſe Dueſtions to him are founded, and to take 
particular Notice of the Paſſages of the Word of Cod, 
and Confeſſion of Faith, and Larger and Shorter Cate- 
chiſms of this Church founded thereupon, to which they 
judge theſe are contrary. Where they take the Relative 

the. not to refer to the Paſſages of the Profeſſor's Let- 


all ter, as it obviouſly and neceſſarily does, but to the 


Queſtions they had formerly propoſed to him: And 
then give this Comment upon it; That they were to point 
out theſe Paſſages of the Scripture, our Confeſſion and 
ens would be contrary. 5 5 
pon the 5 th of January 1727, the Profeſſor” gave 
in to the Presbytery his Anſwers to their References, 


the 
Om - 
ord- 


the Conſideration of them was delayed till their next 
Meeting. ff. ĩ 

Upon the 18th of January, the Presbytery, aftet 
read ing their own References, and the Proteſſor's An- 
wers, propoſed. to Vote, whether the Profeſſor had an- 
ſwered their ſeveral Queſtions: Upon which the Proſeſ- 
for told them, That they might fave themſelves that 
rouble; for he had not drawn his Anſwers with any. 


— 


give 
ar: 


are 


not uch Deſign, for the Reaſons he had formerly laid be- 
tee; More them on the 2d of November : But that the main, 


heir Pœope of his Anſwers was, to correct ſeveral Miſtakes, 
ſor's pt his Meaning, which the Presbytery had fallen into, 
Juc- and anſwer the real or ſeeming Objections founded there- 


ure, pon, and to ſhow that their Queſtions had no Founda- 


4 2 tion 


PREFACE is 


or Paſſage of our Confeſſion and Catechiſms, to which a- 


It deſerves to be further obſerved, That the Presby- 
tery put a very ſingular and unnaturat Meaning upon 


Catechiſins, to which the wrong Anſwers to the Queſti- 


Page 21ſt of this Collection, which were only read, but 


S PR ETON * 
* * 2 1 * 

er eee cod — k 
1 > Len ; : We! . 


2 


* PREFACE. 


tion in his Letter; l and he craved that they might con. [ 


ider, whether he had ſufficiently done this or not? 
Which was alſo urged by ſeveral Members of the Pres- © 
bytery: But others ſaid, that they behoved firſt to con- E 
Hier whether the Queſti ions were anſwered, and they the 
might afterwards conſider the Profeſſor's Anſwers in the on. 
Vie that he propoſed: And then by Six ſeveral Votes ten 
they found, that cl Profeſſor had "angered none of Pr. 
their Queſtions, ſave the Sixktn. . 
Then it was moved by ſome, that the Presbytery Wit 
ſhould ask the Profeſſor if he would now anſwer their Cor 


firſt five Queries. Others propoſed to conſider whether ¶ ons 
zbe Profeſſor had ſufficiently anſwered the Presbytery's Pre 
Miſftakss and Objections and thereby removed the Ground = 7/0 
of their putting the Queſtions to him, as ſeemed to have 
been agreed to in the Forenoon. Upon which there en- ject 
Li: ſued a Debate for about two Hours amongſt the Mem- Pro 
0 bers: But at laſt, it was put to the Vote, Whether the ¶ tery 
Firſt ſhould be voted. upon, or the Second ; and it car- bers 
ried that the Firſt ſhould be put to the Vore, which 
1 Was accordingly done. And it was carried by a new | decl 
118 Vote, that the Profeſſor ſhould be asked it he would 277 7 
now anſwer the Presbyterys Queries: The 
Then the Moderator read over the Queſtions to the Mer 
Profeſſor, and demanded his Anſwer. To which the Aire. 
Profeſſor gave no Anſwer, but roteſted againſt the a- Cf. 
| bove two Votes; that he zulgen himſelf thereby leſed ; ¶ dela 
i becauſe 199, © Tho' the Presbytery made ſeveral ſeem- ber, 
i} « ing Objections againſt the Paſlages of his Leeter; 
. as he thought, committed ſeveral Miſtakes of read 
| <* his Meaning, upon which their Obje&ions, and alſe 
F their Queſtions. ſcemed'to be founded; ; yet they refuſ- Foun 
tc ed to Conſider whether his Anſwers ro the Presby- MW with 
« tery's Relerenes did ſufficiently remove theſe Objedi- I their 
© ons. 2d, That the Presb' ytery had not followed the 
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e Dueſtions are founded, and the Paſſages of ths Word 
7 * of God, our Confeſſion aud Catechiſms to which t eſe 
„ © Paſſages of the Letter were comrary: But while 
the Protciior was dictating his Proteſt, the Moderator 
thought fit to read over to him the Presbytery's Queſti- 
he IT ons, tho? tis evident that he neither did nor could at- 
es tend to them, being taken up about the entering his 
of Proteſt. Read Co Tn En 
" * Some Members having advanced in their Debate 
ry with thoſe Members who pleaded for the Presbytery's 
ir 7 conſidering if the Profeſſor had anſwered the Objecti- 
op ons, That they never ſaid there was any Thing in the 
''s I Profeſſor's Letter comrary to the Scripture aud our Con- 
14 © feffion and Catechiſms, and would not allow it to bs 
ve ſaid that they had made, in their References, any Ob- 
n- jections againſt his Letter, as contrary to them: The 
n= Profeſſor, upon the rgth. of January, when the Presby- 
he tery was met, repeated before them what theſe Mem- 
bers had faid ; the Truth of. which was not contravert- 
ch ed: Upon which he craved that the Presbytery might 
declare,That they had found nothing in his Letter contra- 
id i to the Scripture, our Confeſſion and Catechifins. And 
the Moderator having asked the Opinion of all the 
he Members, they agreed, That they had found nothing 
he directiy contrary to the Scripture, our Confeſſion or Cate 
a- 8 chiſms, in the Profeſſor's Letter. And when the Mos 
d; detator was about to dictate this to the Clerk, a Mem- 
n- ber, on ſecond Thoughts, (aid, it was needleſs to inſert 
that in their Minutes, becauſe it would appear from 
of reading them, that they had found nothing contrary 
iſa i to Scripture, c. and he objected againſt the Word 
xf- Found, as ſuppoſing they had conſidered the Letter 
y- with that View, and alledged they had only given 
fi- their Opinions, but had not as yet given their Votes: 
he And he being backed by ſome others, nothing was 
marked, but, That the Presbytery refer unto their 
cir Minutes, by reading whereof it will appear, bs 
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e they have not paſſed Judgment upon any Propeſitionn 
e jn the {aid Letter, whether it be agreeable to' the c 
e Scriptures, Conſeſſion of Faith or Catechiſms, or c 
not.“ Then they referred the further Conſideration p 
of the Profeſſor's Anſwers till they ſhould obtain 2 # 
Meeting in Conjunction with the Committee of Af. p 
ſembly, and appointed their Moderator to write to the {e 
Moderator of the ſaid Committee, deſiring him to call v 
the ſaid Committee to meet with them at Glaſgow, in t! 
the y onth of February then next, or as ſoon as they be 
Then the Presbytery reſolved to proceed to make an de 
Inquiry into the Things recommended to them by the do 
Act of Aſſembly relating to the Profeſſors Affair, by ret 
W 
the Ptofcſſor craved that the Presbytery would proceed a j 
according to the Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7. Sect. 3. and H. 
N 8. printed Page 47. taking, as the Ground of their - 
0 Inquiry, either a, fama clamoſa, all the Particulars exq 
4 vhereof are to be put in his Hand, if not given to him 1/ 
= already, before the. faid Inquiry be made: Or, with nor 
| reſpect to all ſuch Points, concerning which they do not den 
| inſtru there is a fama clamoſa, that, in that Caſe, the wer 
Presbytery make no Inquiry with reſpe& to any Propo- non 
fition of which he is not accuſed by ſome Perſon, who ru. 
F! under his Hand gives in the Complaint, with ſome Ac- port 
| ' Count of its Probability; and undertakes, to make out Van. 
I the Libel, under the Pain of being cenſured as a Slan- Ptuc 
derer: And that the Presbytery deliver to him in they 
Writing ſach Propoſition, or Propoſitions complained Pres 
| of, with the Complaincr's Name and Deſignation, be- ppe 
|] fore taking ſuch Precognition. And he further craved, ern: 
| that he might be advertiſed of any Meeting of the Plair 
Presbytery, or any Committee appointed by it, and Prive 
that he might be allowed to be preſent at any ſuch Iu- fur i 
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quiry or Precognition. 
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Joi he n jy reſolved te — 1 "I 4 Pre- 
the | cophition of the Students, of what the Profeſſor taught 
or concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and 25 
ion pointed 9 of their Number to take the ſaid rern 
1 a nition: But they refuſed to allow the Pmfeſſor to 
AR preſent thereat ; which the Profeſſor thought not rea- 
ſonable, conſidering. how neceffary and expedicht it 


call would have been for expiſcating the Truth in a Cafe of 
in, this Nature, that proper Counrer-queries' ſhould have | 


been put to the Students by him; and that every 
Thing they ſaid ſhould have been fally and fairly ſet 
down; which, as he was afterwards informed, was not 
done, the Committee that took the Precopnition having 
refuſed to mark ſeveral Things which the Students de- 
clared, that tended to exculpate the Profeſſor, and 

a juſt Repreſentation of what he had taught upon Ls 


and Heads. 
heir The Committee for examining the Students met, and 


examined moſt of them that were in Town, before the 
= :/ of February that the Presbytery mer : But they dit 
not then make their Report, alledging that all the Stt1- 
dents were not as yet examined: 5 — which they 
vere enjoined to make all Diſpatch. Yer they call 
Wnone of the Students before them until the be of Fe- 
Pruary, when the Presbytery again met: And the Re= 
port being called for, the former Excuſe was again ad- 
out anced, and their Moderator added, That ſome of the 


 & 


A oy ble the N r Day 5 mri fre 
| 3 plained, that theſe Delays ſeemed to be made, to de- X 
1 Prive him of Time to anſwer any thing that might c- 
gur in the Precognition againſt him, when the Commit - 
| TE of Aſſembly ſhould meet. Nevertheleſs the Exami- 
tion was protrded, and the Report put off till the 
8 L4th 


= 


/ 


14th of Maroh, which was the Day before the con jurſch 
Meeting of the ſaid Committee and Presbytery. And 
when the Report was taken in by the Presbytery, the © 
. Prafeſſor was not allowed io be preſent, tho bt craved it; 
i Bur they referred the Precognition to the conjunct 
6 Meeting. And after they had been on their ordmary |! 
Buſineſs, one of the Elders asked if they had any more 
If Buſineſs ? And the Moderator ſaid, Not: Upon which 
0 he and ſome others went out. But the reſt of the Preſ- th 
bytery continuing to fit, a Member produced a Paper, 
called, : Remarks on the Profeſſor's Anſwers to the Preſ= in: 
bytery's References, printed Page 130, which was read, ed 
Wo and put into the Moderator's Hand, to be laid before FF Lit 
the Committee of Aſſemby, in their conjunt Meeting FF co! 
_ 1.9 with the Presbytery. _ FT u 
— - Upon the 15th of March 1727, the Committee of th 
1 Aſſembly met in Conjun&ion with the Presbytery of kr 
1 Glaſgow ; and, after reading the Presbytery's Referen- 
[At ces, and the Profeflor's Anſwers, the foreſaid Paper of, 
Remarks was offered to be read, and tho* the Profeſſof WF 
oObjected againſt it, they proceeded to the Reading of 
it. Then the Profeſſor craved that he ſhould be allow- co 
add to ſee and anſwer it before they ſhould give any Judg- 
ment concerning his Anſwers to the Presbytery's Refe- n 
rences. After which he having retired, the Committe 
agreed, that they were to conſider the State of the Af. 
fair as it lay bee e the Presbytery, before the giving in ung, 
F that Paper; and therefore it was not to be taken in 
as a Part of the Proceſs. The Profeſſor being called ee d 
in, pleaded, that the ſaid Paper being once read in open one 
Court, without allowing him to {ce and anſwer it, could 
not fail to have as much Influence upon the Judgment her 
4/8 of the Members, as if they had taken it in as a Part of 
| 1! the Proceſs ; and he proteſted againſt the Meeting, for 
: 3 5 | ; | 1 * by > | 
0 not allowing him to 6 and anſwer the ſaid Paper. Af- | 
[/ - ter all, the Clerk was only allowed to give him a Double | 
| of it, if he required it. All this ſeem d to the Profeſſor 


2 b K 


Y to be acki) contrary to'the Refolution of te er } 

| web -uport the 5th of Fatary, when it was moved in 
„the Presbyrery. to appoint a Committee to make Re- 
arts upon the Profeflor's Anſwers to the Presbytery” p: - 

y F References, it Was rejected, becauſe it would occafion'a a 

„ Multiplication'of Papers, for that, the Profeſſor behoved 

to be allowed. to fee theſe Remarks, and to anſwe A 
— = them. L LISA | 

b WF. 'The Profeſioi teile ee in the time Mect= | | 
2 ing, that a Member of the Presbytery ſhould be allow- | 
3, ed to give in an Tuformation againſt him, and thereby | 

re fit himſelf directly a Party, and yet, his Name being 

8 concealed, he ould continue'to fit and act the Part of 

— Judge in the conjun& Meeting, and therefore craved, 

of that rhe Name of the Author of that Paper might be 

of | 5 and he laid aſide from: being A Judge in that 

a4: | —_— | 

2 . The Profellor being le | to remove, the Procoght- | 

for | — was read in the Meeting, and a Committee was 

of {ppointed to digeſt . the material Articles in it, . and 

w- | On out the Teſtimonies concerning thoſe Articles, 

1g- In 0 beg in the fame in Form at their Meeting To- 

4 The Abe Poti Far hg afeded Tie ſaid Nertüig Bü 

Af- 0 very cold Night, he was taken ſo ill next Morn- | 

in that he As not able to attend the Meeting March 

4 in 6: When the Report of the above-mentioned Commit- 

ned = was read, and ſome of the Articles of it being rea- 

pen ned upon, the Mert ing delayed the further Conſidera- 


bon of them till the Afternoon, and appointed One of 


A to acquaint Mt. Simſon of what had 
"Ba the Afterboch Mr. Ge $ Indih poſition continu- 
ng, he wrote a Letter of Excuſe, printed Page 159. 
hen. they proceedet further to confider the Report of 
: Precognitivn 0; that had been taken by the e 5 
n it Was tedolved that a Libel ſhould be | 
#4 1 aaf 
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xxvi P R EF A 4 E. | 
againſt Mr. Simon, and that the Articles in the ſaid 
Report ſhould . Ground of the ſame; and 7 
appointed a Com mittee to draw it up. 

Thereafter they procceded to conſider the Presbytery's | 
Queſti ions and References, with the Profeſſors Answers F 7 
to theſe References, and after much Reaſoning upon * 
them they agreed, That what the Profeſſor ſaid on the te 
firſt Five Queries, doth not remove the Grounds of Suſ- 4 
picion; and they reſolved at next Meeting to put theſe c 
Queries to the Profeſſor, and require a direct, expreſ P 

Aid plain Anſwer to them, and appointed One of their * 
Number to intimate the ſme. to the Profeſſor. M 
But the Profeſſor remaining ill, wrote a Letter to ; gc 


them at their next Meeting, Mar cb 17, printed Pag. 2; 


160. ſignifying, that it was not in his Power to give PI 
the Reverend Meeting the wiſhed for Satisfaction. th 


The Meeting in the Afternoon, a 2 the Draught| ali 
of the Libel to be given to the Profeſſor; and they gar de 
it as their Advice to the Presbytery, that they require} be! 


the Profeſſor, quamprimun, to. give a direct, erpreſi 
aud plain Anſwer to the Queries, and if be "refuſe L 


anſeter, or give ſuch Anſwers, as thereby it may appea tho 
10 Vos . it is unſafe that he ſhould Teach or — par 
that they, in Vertue of the Power committed to them bil the 
the General Aſſembly, Suſpend him in Terms of. they tic! 
Ac; and likewiſe, if either by bis Refuſal to anſwer Wi; 
or giving ſuch. Auſwers as are diſſatisfying Ang, and tha ry 
therefrom of Ground of a Libel ariſe, that they « 2008 por 
70 77 ſaid Lidel, as they ſhall ſee Cauſe. TY 
; n the 17th of March, the Presbytery appointe der: 
wels rofeſſor to give direct, expreſs pi git biel {we 
to their Five Queries, againſt their next Meeting, hid ted 
was the 22d of March. At which Time the Frofeſſoſ | 


not being able to attend them, ſent a Paper to then gene 
called a Repreſentati ion; and the Conſideration of i 
vas delayed until the 29th of March, when the Proj 
er gave in his e as it is printed, Fe 


ir Tani 
35, Which was read, and the Conſideration of it de- 
layed until next Day, and the Presbytery cn 
the Libel to be got rakes againſt the next Day. 
x Upon the zoth of March, the Profeſſor s Webs 
tation was again read in the Presbytery, and they found 
the Matter of ſo great Importance, as to continue it 
to their further Conſideration. Then they called for 
the Libel, which they had prepared; and the Profeſſor 


A craved, Imo, That they might condeſcend upon the 


Paſſages i in the Scriptures and our Confeſſion of Faith 


1 and Catechiſms, which they judged were oppoſite to 


cach Article of the Libel, which the Presbytery of Gla/= 
2 gow had obliged Mr. Webſter to do in a former Calc. 


a | Ada, That th. Libet might be ſpecial as ro Time and 


Place. 3tio, That the particular Witneſſes be named, 
that are to prove the Articles of the Libel, which was. 
alſo done in Mr. J/ebſter's Caſe. Aro, Thar the Stu- 
dents to be examined as Witneſſes. for Proof of the Li- 
bel, might be cited as Witneſſes for his N 


2 EXCEPT ſuch as he ſhall have Occaſion to object agai 


As to the firſt and ſecond Demand, the Ro 
thought they could not alter the Libel; it being pre- 
pared in the conjun& Meeting. As to the third, they 
thought every Witneſs might be asked upon every Ar- 
ticle of the Libel. And as to the laſt, concerning citing: 
Witneſſes for the Profe or Exculpaticn,” the Pre byte 
ry would conſider that, when the Exculpation was. Pro- 


pounded and found relevant 1 ri 


Then the Libel was judicially delivered by he Mo 
derator to the Profeſſor, and he was appointed to an- 


ſwer it againſt the 11th of April then next. It is 8 


ted in this Collection, Page 41. 

Upon the ſaid 11th of April, the Wos gave. in 
general Objections againſt the Form of the Libel. which: - 

are printed in this Collection, Page 48. And they be- 
ing — the Profeſſor and his La wier were heard there - 


Pa upon; then the aa. found there was no Weight: 
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to the firſt Branch of the ſecond Objection concetning 
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in the firſt Objection to invalidate the Libel. had A$ 


the Place, they reſtricted it to the Bounds. of the City 


or Univerſity of Glaſgow. As to the ſecond Branch 
concerning the Time, they found nothing i 


in it to inva- 
lidate the Libel: As to the third and fourth Ob jecti- 
ons, they repelled them. As to the fifth they found 
the ſame did not render the Libel null, but that the 
Matter of ir might be conſidered in its proper Time: 
And as to the ſixth, rhey found it did not infer a 
Nullity in the Libel. 
felt leaſed by theſe Interlocutors, proteſted againſt them. 


Upon the 1 2th of April, the Profeſſor — deſired 


to give more ſpecial Anſwers to the Libel, and having 
demanded ſome more Time to do it, in 'reſpe& of the 


_ Length,” Intricacy and Importance of it; he * allow 


ed until Tueſday then next, April 18. 
Upon the 18th of April the Proſeſſor gave in his dn 
ſwers and Detences, which are printed in this Collecti- 


on; Page 52: and they having been read with the Li» 


bel, the-Presbytery found the firſt Article not Relevant 
per ſe to infer- Cenſure, but admitted it in Con junction 


wü the reſt that might be found relevant. As to the 


3d and ꝗth, they found them relevant, and admitted 
them to Probation. As to the 5; th, they found it re- 


Opinion. As to the 6th,' they lound it relevant. As 
to the 7th, they found that the Profeſſor dwned by his 
Anſwers, that there are in the Deity three Intelligent 


ents. The Conſideration of which they feſerved; 


and found the Profeflor's. aſſerting that there are in the: 
Deity three Beings, relevant. As to the © 8th, They 


found it relevant in Conjunion with the other Ar- 
And the 2d they found it alſo relevant in Con- | 
junction with the other Articles, and reſerved the Con-. 


ticles. 


ſideration of what is contained in his Letter, upon that 
3 till che Probation be concluded. Ou che * 


of 


Wes 


But thè Profeſſor judging him ; | 


levant, it being proven that he 1 it as his o.] te 


f | of April chay . the * A relevant. And us AS 
do the laſt Article, they found it; as joined with: "the 


* other Parts of the Libel, relevant, And appoimgg. 
7 Witneſſes to be examined upon the whole -Libel, -in; 45 
far av it is not acknowledged by the meets 


7 ſwers, Letters, or Writ under his Hand. % ern 
d Alter the Presbytery had determined the Releyaney 8 
of the different 1 9 — ol the Libel, they proceeded to 
© | conſider the Profeſſor's Exculpation as 10 in his An 
wers; which being reaſoned upon, they call d in the 
pProfeſſor, and asked him if he 1 any Thing more 
1. IF ſpecial to offer on his Exculpatian, and hs ſaid he had 
d MJ ſomething to add, and promiſed to give it in Writing 

| againſt 'the Afternoon which the Ptesbytery allowed him. 
In the Afternoon the Profeſſor gave in particular 
| Grounds of Exculpation, which are pinned: in this 
Collection, Page 73. And theſe being read, the Pres- 
bytery found what was advanced in the "firſt, ſecond 
| and third Paragraphs, not relevant to elide the- Libel ; 
but upon the whole found, that the Profeſſar might 
t Croſs-queſtion the Witneſſes, and put ſuch Queries to 
n them, as the Presbytery ſhould think relevant and pro- 
per at the Examination. But the Profeſſor judging 
himſelf leaſed by the faid Interlocutors upon the Reles 
vancy of the Libel, and repelling the Exculparion, pro- 
teſted againſt them: He thought ir needleſs ' to ask 
again leave to cite Witneſſes, the Presbytery having re- 
© j-Red his Exculpation; and as to the Parentheſis which 
is in the Minutes of this Aſterndons Proceedings, via. 
Aud inſiſted not on any other Exculpation, the Profeſſor 
> [Rand his Lawier are poſitive that they did not hear it 
y when the Interlocutor was read to them, otherwiſe they 
- i vould have n is being ar in che eee | 
ecords. | 
-'Thireaſter: ſeveral Witneſſes were cxantined, whoſe, | 
| D. doſitions are printed in this Collection, 2 285 
4 r the Proof, digeſted uon ecording too 


| che 


* 5 


Th 
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the different Articles of the Libel, both as to the Pra- 


bation and Exculpation: Of the Fairneſs whereof a- 
ny Perſon may judge by comparing it with the Depo- 
fitions, Page 98—1 10. And ſome Obſervations upon 
the Proof, which were humbly ſubmitted to the Judg- 


ment of the Venerable Aſſembly y, and now printed in 
this Edition, Page 110,117. 


It was objected againſt Fames Sloſs the firſt. Witneſs, 
that he could not be received as a Witneſs, becauſe in 


the publick Library of Glaſgow, in the End of Novem- 
ber or December 1 Ah 5, he ad in Conference with ſome 


of the Students, at the Time when the Library is kept 
open, ſaid, He heard the Profeſſor”: teach ſome Things, 


that he thought were contrary to the Holy Scriptures, and | 
our Confeſſion of Faith; and further he had ultroneouſly 


diſcovered his Teſtimony, before he was put upon Oath, 
which was a proditio teftimonii ; ſo that he was to be 


| reckoned, not only an ultroneous Witneſs, but alſo was 
to be conſidered as the Raiſer and Broacher of the fa- 


ma clameſa againſt the Profeſſor ; but the are 
repelled this Objection. 

The Presbytery had refuſed to allow. the Profeſſor. to 
cite Witneſſes in his Exculpation, till they ſhould once 
ſce it and find it relevant: And they having repelled 


his Exculpation' when given in, he could not cite Wit- 
neſſes to prove what they had repelled; and was only 


allowed to croſs-queſtion the Witneſſes that were cited 
for proving the Libel, and was limited to put ſuch Que- 
ſtions only to them as the Presbytery ſhould. find rele- 


vant and proper at Examination. 


The firſt Crois-queſtion the Profeſſor propoſed to „Mr. 
Sloſs, was, Whether he was. reaching. upon the Latin 


Syſtems or the Confeſſion of Faith? But the Presbytery 


would not allow him to ask it, ſaying it was an 


ſecond Witneſs Mr. Ritchie, Whether be: had not heard 


| 2258 28 the. Arian Hereſy, and "AY that _ 


ſnaring Dueſftion. And when he propoſed to ask che 


e ere 


— 
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the 77 ueſday the Week following, April 23. 


5 90 the Witneſſes, 
be asked: And habe has 84 of them that they wonld 


pleaded that he ought to 
could when che Matter was laid before the General 


firſt upon their ordinary 


* Cmbly ! in Mr. Simſon's Affair further then the Prigby+ 
ry have * gone upon, „ and to conſider the Pro- 


PRE FAR tins + 


Son of God. was created or made ?. They would not 
allow it to be asked, but refuſed it by a Vote; upon 
Which the Profeſſor proteſted; and was not allowed td 
propoſe it to the Girl Ten Witneſſes that were 'exanin- 
4 that Day and the next Day; April 20: But upon 
when eaa - 
mining the 11th Witneſs, they allowed it, and | afters 
ward allowed Mr. Ritchy the '2d Witneſs to be re-exa - 
mined, . whoſe ſecond Depoſition is printed berwixt the 
16th Witneſs and the 17th. 
When many 3 for his Exciipation 0 ont 
ie Presbytery refuſed: to allow them to 


allow them'to be ask'd ; 5 he conceived that the 
Proof was not to be judged by the Presbytery, but to be 
tranſmitted to a Superior e and therefore he 

allowed to make his Ex 


culpation full, that he might make the beſt Uſe of it he 


Aſſembly » This was refuſed, and the Queſtions'ſeve- 
ral Times not allowed to be put; and this Reaſon was 
given for it, that it was their Forms, and that 
they did not ſee what Part of the Libel. the Proof of 
ſuch a Queſtion would elide. 


_ + + April 26, the Presbytery having fniſſied the nk 


of the Depoſit ions, adjourned to the next Day "Fore- 
Noon ; 8 wn not 2 the Profeſſor to be 1 
ns they en in uſe to do+the-preceeding Dyets. | 
April 27. the Profeflor ſent a Friend in — Fore- 
noon. to ſee what the Presbytery was doing, and to 
know if he ſhould: wait upon them. They werte at 
Buſineſs about planting vacant 
being removed but 


Congregations: And then, all 


Nembers, the Committee (which had been 3 


April 18. to conſider what is recommended by the 


beſor s 


il 2 E FAC 


Fellbr's Paper mtituled Reproſentation,. and his Anke; 
to the Presbyteryis ſixth Query, with the Paper of 
Rejharks on the Proſeſſor s Anſwers to the Reſerendes) 
gare in their Report. As to the firſt, they Tee Hothing 
che Presbytery: cam ho do further, the Afſembly Be- 
inge ſo near. As to tlie ſecond, the Committee pave id 
their: Report in Writing, which the Presby rov- 
eilz and appointed & Copy of it to be ns 
the Moderator of the —— for Purity 
os: and allowed a Copy to m _ 1 5 ra 
it. (this Paper is Penn . nd the 
Anbwer to it: Pigs 154). As co the a and th, the 
Committee was of. Opinion, that. che Paper oak 


 eonfidered by the Presbytery, and, if they find the 
Remarks juſt, that, they ſhould: approve ot the Papet 
to be amide uſe of in this Affair as may be jiredful : 
The Presbytery :ordercd rhe {aid — to be read 
and approved of the ſame, and held it as. their own 
Paper. This is the Paper which was read in the con- 
jun& Meeting, of the Committee and Presbyrery, Marob 
15: ſee Page xxiv above, it is printed in this Collecti- 
on, Page 130. and the Anſwer to it, Page 138. Thel 
the Presbytery appointed two of their Number, to re- 
vie the Depoſitions'vf the Witneſſes addured in the 
Profelfor's Affair, nd claſs chem under proper Heads; 
and to report net Meeting: 

il 27. Afternoon, the G dre having Hlalſed 
che Depoirion of the Witneſſes in Mr. Simon's Affair, 
brought in their Report in Writing: Which was' retid 
and put in the Hands of the Commiſſioners from the 


Presbytery to the Aſſembly. This Paper with two ot 


 rhrec Remarks upon it, is printed Page 118—129. 
Then the Presbytery referred the whole Affair both as 
to che Queries · and Libel to the enſuing Veherable = 


* to meet N 2 1 
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PREFACE 


© The Profeffot's Lawicr and his Nephew were preſene 
in this Meeting when the claſſing of the Depoſitions 


was read, but heard nothing of the M. B. now. printed 


at the End of it: Nor did the Profeſſor know 


an 
Thing about it till he ſaw it in Print in Edinbus K 


2 55 did he ſuſpect that any of the Presbytery "LR 1-3 


ed of the Truth of his having proved that Chrift War 


| & Neveſſary-being, as he had ſaid in his Anſwers, P Page 


66. otherwiſe he would have craved an Order to cite 
Witneſſes of the Students, who, he knew, were pre- 
ſent when he did it. | 


The Presbytery 8 Meeting i in the Fo orenoon Was with 4 


Mut Doors, and their Proceedings were kept Secret 
from the Profeſſor. For tho it be in their Minute that 
the Profeſſor is allowed to have 4 Copy of the Report 

concerning the Repreſentation if he call for n, there 
was not the leaſt Intimation made of what was done 
at that Meeting, either to his Lawier or Nephew who 
were preſent Afternoon, or to himſelf or any of his 
Friends afterwards : And he was in Edinburgh, and 
the Aſſembly was met, before he knew. any Thing of 
the Report; or that the Presbytery had adepted, as 

their own Paper, the Remarks upon his Anſwers to the 
Presbytery's References, which the conjun& Meeting at 
Glaſgow, March 15. had refuſed to allow him to fee 
and anſwer. A Friend of his demanded an Extract of 
the Minutes of April 27. from the Presbytery-clerk oth 


May 2d, but was refuſed it. And after the, Aſfeinbly 


was up, and Mr. Simſon had returned to Glaſs, ow, the 


Clerk refuſed” to give him an Extract, alledging he had 


no Orders for it; and when the Profeſſor Por: him that 
one of the Members of Aſſembly for the Preshy ytery . of 

Glaſgow had declared before 1 4 Aſſembly, that” he 
might have had Extracts, and that it was his owt 
Fault if he wanted them; yet he ſaid he could not 
give him it without ian Order However the next 
Day, when he Profeſſor — to n him - 


— 
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he refuſed, he thought fit to give him an Extract of r the 
Minute of the Presbytery, April * 


H General Aſſembly met on Thurſia May 4 
and upon the 6th 5 May it was repreſented to 


the Aſſembiy, by the Moderator of the Committee ap- 


pointed by the laſt Aſſembly for Purity of Doctrine, 

that the ſaid Committee's Report concerning Profeſſor 
imſon was ready to be laid before the Aſſembly: 

And the Members from the Presbytery of Glaſgow told, 


That an Extract of their Proceedings was alfo ready 


for them: Upon which the Aſſembly appointed two 
of their Number to inſpect the Papers, and to report 
which of them were to be read before the Aſſembly. 
And upon the 8th of May theſe two Brethren, after 
having converſed with the Profeſſor, reported that they 
were of Opinion, that the whole Papers relating to 
this Affair ſhould be read: And this Diet, and the 
two Diets of May the gth were ſpent in reading the 
fame ; and there being two Papers writ by the Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow againſt the Profeſſor, mentioned in the 
Minute of April 2 7th, (ſee Page xxxiii above)the Profeſſor 
repreſented, that he had not been acquainted of that 


Mecting, nor had ever got Extracts of the Presby- 


tery's Procedure therein, and that he had never got any 


Opportunity as yct of anſwering theſe Papers, there- 


| fore he craved a competent Time for anſwering them, 
and the, Aſſembly allowed him until Thurſday May 


11th in the Afternoon. 

Upon the 11th of May, theſe two Papers of the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow and the Profeſſor's Anſwers to 
them were read: (they are printed in this Collection, 
Page 130.159.) After which the Profeſſor and the 
two Lawiels that appear d for him propoſed a Decli- 
nature againſt the Presbytery of Glaſgow, upon Ac- 


count of their Partiality, evidenc'd in their Manage- 
ment with 255 to the Profeſſor "7% the "YT 
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deſtine Meetings, wherein they made up 


Overture, that the Aſſembly 


of this Proceſs : N their keeping of two Clan | | 
the aboye- 


mentioned two _ againſt him, the firſt with a 
Deſign to prepoſſeſs the conjun& Meeting above- 


mentioned againſt him, and they ſcem to hate hack the 


ſame Deſign upon the Aſſembly, by the laſt Paper of 


the 27th of April; their refuſing him to be preſent at 


the Precognition that they took of the Students, their 
refuſing to allow his Exculpation, their reje&ing ſeveral 
Queries he put to the Witneſſes, and ſeveral other ir- 
regular Steps = had made: But the Aſſembly was 
pleaſed to repel the Declinature. 
feſſor did plead, that if in this Aſſembly's Reaſoning 
on his Caſe, any Expreſſions in his Papers, Pleadings, 
or in the Depoſition of the Witneſſes againſt him, 
ſhould be cenſured as hetrodox or unſound, they would - 
not proceed to give Judgment upon them, untl he bo 
heard and allowed to explain them fully, afid give his 
own Meaning of them: And this he beg'd, becauſe he 


is not conſcious to himſelf that he has embraced any 


Opinion, or ever taught any Thing that's contrary to 
the Doctrines contained in the Confeſſion 


Catechiſms of this Church. Then the Aſſembly ap- 
painted a Committee to bring in an Oe as to the 


Order and Method they ſhould proceed in. 


Upon the 12th, the ſaid Committee gare in their 
ſhould firſt conſider the 
Libel ; wherefore they claſſed: the Articles into di- 
ſtinct Heads, which they propoſed to take in the Man- 
ner Profeſſor Simſon dad divided the Libel in his De- 
fences. And they thought the Aſſembly ſhould con- 
fider the Articles ſeverally, and hear the Profeſſor” on. 
each Article, with Reſpect to the Relevancy and Proof 
both of Libel and Laenge : And to wirh the 


ſecond and third e the Oey and Ne — 


ceſſary- aden of Chrit. 
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Kxxvi PREFACE. 
The Aſſembly approved of this Overture. And, 


in the Afternoon, the Profeſſor and his Council 


were heard on theſe two Articles. The Subſtance of 
whoſe Pleadings thereon are printed, Page 162. And, 
they being removed, there was a good Deal of Rea- 
ſoning amongſt the Members upon. theſe Points ; and 
there was a Reverend Brother who advanced ſome 
Things which gave Offence to many, having aſſerted, 
that the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are as 
equal in their perſonal Properties, as in their eſſential 
Perfections. Which People generally imputed to a 


Miſtake proceeding from an Exceſs of Fervor in ſpeak- 


ing; and at the ſame Time it ſhows how unrcaſonable 


it is to ſuſpect a Man an Heretick upon Words once 


uttered, even in the moſt publick Aſſemblies : How 
ealy it is to draw Heterodox Conſequences from an 
unguarded Expreſſion, will be evident — the Queries 
which were publiſhed next Day, and are printed, Page 


175. 
Upon the 13th, the Profeſſor being informed, that 


ſome of the Brethren, in his Abſence, had aſſerted the 


Night before that he had been condemned by the Af- 
ſembly in the 1717 for Arminianiſim; he IC the 
ſaid Brethren before the Aſſembly, and openly vindi- 


cated himſelf by appealing to the Act of A ſſembly 17174 


and this was marked in the Minutes, and read next 


Meeting. 


Then the Aſſembly Wade in their Reaſonings 
upon the ſaid Articles, and at length agreed firſt to de- 


termine the Relevancy of them: But the Members be- 


ing of different Sentiments as to the State of the Que- 


ſtion, the Aſſembly appointed a Committee to pre- 


pare an Overture about it. 
Upon the x5th in the Morning, Profeſſor Simſon 


gave in a Paper upon the Relevancy of the 2d and 3d 


Articles (printed Page 166.) which, with the Acts oß 
the Aſſembly t therein referred. to, were read, — 
Ahnen 
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PREFACE mai 
Ihen the Aſſembly caus'd read the Report ef their 
Committee which they had appointed on Saturday. 
Which Report conſiſted of Four Heads, and the Firſt 
of them, viz. Hbether Profeſſor Simſon his deuying 
the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in teach- 
ing bis Students, be an Article relevant to infer Ceuſure © 


| or not 9 Being diſcourſed of, it was without a Vote 


agreed, that it was relevant. The Second Head, viz. 
Whether his teaching his Scholars, that the Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of our Lord Feſus Chriſt was a Thing we know 
not, be relevant or not * Being reaſon'd on, the A(- 


| ſembly likewiſe ſuſtain'd this relevant. And the A. 


ſembly having conſidered the Third Head, viz. Mbe- 
ther his teaching his Scholars, that the Independency of 
the Deity of our Lord Feſus Chrift, is a Thing we know 
not, be relevant or not? They alſo found this Head 
relevant. Then the Fourth Head, to wit, ¶ het her 
bis teaching that theſe Terms, viz. Neceſſary-exiſtence 
and Independency, were impertinent, and not to be uſe 
in talking of the Trinity, and that they were Philoſophi- 
cal Niceties we knew nothing about; be relevant or nt 
Being reaſoned upon, the Aſſembly in like Manner ſu- 
ſtain d this Head . ð́ 
Then the Aſſembly reſolv'd to conſider the Proſeſſor 8 
Articles of Exculpation, and in the Afternoon the Pro- 
teflor's Procurators were heard upon the Relevancy of the - 
Profeſſor's general and particular Grounds of Exculpa- 
tion, whereof they complain'd that the Profeſſor had 
never been allow'd to adduce any Proof : 'The Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow having repell'd his {aid Exculpation ; 
and limited him to ſuch Queries as they ſhould - think - 
relevant and proper, at the Examination, by Way of 
Croſs-queſtion to the Witneſſes. Their Pleading on this 
Head: is printed, Page 168. After they had diſcourſed 
of the Relevancy of their Exculpation in general, there 
having, by good Providence, ariſen from the Proof a 
Ercat many Articles which tended towards the Profeſs 


EAR SAS oo 


# 
5 : 
« 2 * 
_ : 
. 2 2 + 13 * : 
> . ” 7 „ . 
1 
, 6 . a K e 
* 65 Ih ; * K £ 
* , ; N „ 
- 11 — . f 
- . 88 — 
* wa 4 
d LES : » 
i < 4 » F 
% I 


Axxviii - PR 2 PA CE. 
ſor's Exculpation, the Heads of the ſame were read as 
they were claſs'd by the Presbytery of Glaſgow. 
© The Aſſembly, Fon much Reaſoning upon the Ex- 
.culpation, came at Length to this Reſolution, that Pro- 
feſſor Simſon's Grounds of Exculpation, advanc'd by 
him, and upon which Proof had been taken, were not 


* ſufficient to elide the Articles of the Libel found rele- 


vant againſt him: Reſerving afterward to conſider how 
far theſe Grounds of Exculpation may ſerve to alle- 
viate. 
Upon the Sixteenth in the Mornin g. the Profeſſor 
and his Council were heard upon the Proof of the Four 


Heads found relevant by the Aſſembly, and their 


Pleadings thereon are printed, Page 176. Then the Af 
ſembly took the Proof of the Firſt Head found rele- 


vant under their Conſideration, and, after much Rea- 


3 foning thereupon, they found it proven” by a great Ma- 
jority. 
In the Afternoon, the Profeſſor” s Procurators repre- 
ſented to the Aſſembly, that they did not paſs from 


their Demand of being yet allow'd a Proof of their ge- 


neral Grounds of Exculpation, which they conceiv'd 
were undoubtedly relevant to elide the - whole Libel. 
The Members from the Presbytery of Glaſgow repreſent- 
ed that the Profeſſor, after he had given in his general 
Grounds of Exculpation, did at a ſubſequent Diet give 
In his ſpecial Grounds, and did not inſiſt on his former 
Demand; but ask d ail the Queſtions at the Witneſſes 
adduc d, which he thought might tend to his Exculpa- 
tion : But the Profeſſor reply d, that lie did never paſs 
from his general Grounds of Exculpaticn, nor was it 
ever ſo much as asked at him, if he paſs d from them: 
His giving in more ſpecial Grounds, was in Deference 
to — panes who deſired to know if be had any 
more . ſpecial to offer for his Exculpation, to 
Shih he ſaid, he had ſomething to add, and promiſed is 
- 2 in the fame i in weritivg, as appears £ from the Presby- 


en 's 


giving in the ſaid Paper in the Afternoon, was 


tery's Minute April 19. ante meridiem; ſo that his 
by no 
Means a paſſing from his general Exeulpation: And 
theſe Words in the Presbytery's Minute, and inſiſted not 


on any other Exculpation, as they are only the Presby- 


tery's Words and not the Profeſſor's, and, fo far as he 


of it is, that he offered no further Exculpation than 
what was already given in to the Aſſembly, viz. his 


general and particular Exculpations-. The Aſſembly 
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remembers, were not in the Sentence that was intumat= 
ed to him; ſo they do not neceſſarily imply a paſſing, - 
from his general Exculpation, but the plain Meaning 


having conſidered what was repreſented, found no Rea- 


Then they procceded to conſider the Proof of the 
Second Head found relevant, and found the ſame pro- 
ven by a great Plurality. Then the Aſſembly eonfider- 
ed the Proof adduced upon the Third Head found re- 
levant, but they unanimouſly found the ſame was not 
N - i... 1 8 W 5 


Upon the Seventeenth, the Fourth Head found re- 


levant, was read, and the Depoſitions relating thereto : 
But the ſaid Head conſiſting of - ſeveral; Points, the 
Proof whereof lay ſcatter'd thro* the De 


ſider the Proof ot it, and to bring in an Overture ap- 
plyin the Proof to the different Points of the whole 


And in the mean Time the Aſſembly proceeded. to 


conſider the Fourth Article of the Libel, That the Pro- 

feſſor in teac hin wa it as his own Opinion, that the 

T bree Perſons +) *. 

ther Numerically or Specifically one in Subſtance or EV 

fence, but added, that they were ſo the ſame, as to be 

one God in Three Perſons, but gave not any Name to; 
1 5 _ = 4, 


yhereof la; poſitions of the 
Witneſſes, they appointed Four of their Number to con- 


ſon for allowing the Proof demanded. by the Proſeſſor, 
and therefore refuſed the ſame, © | racer |. 


Trinity are not to be ſaid to he i- 


* PREFACE. 
nor attempted to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or 
Oneneſs. And becauſe of the Affinity of the Fitth Ar- 
ticle with this, the Aſſembly likewiſe took it in, which 
is, That the Profeſſor aſſerted that the Three Perſons 
were all indeed ons God, and had all the ſame Infinite 
Divine Perfections: And added that whether the Sub- 
Jett of theſe” Perfections was different was a Metaphyſi- 
cal Queſtion we need not determine. And the Proſeſſor's 
Defences againſt theſe two Articles were read, and his 
Council was heard thereon;as their Pleading inPage 184 
bears. Then the Aſſembly having reaſon d much upon 
the Fourth Article, ſome Members ' propoſed that a 
Committee ſnould be nam'd to bring in an Overture 
for facilitating the Aſſembly's Procedure in this ſo im- 
portant a Queſtion, and others thinking it more expe- 
dient to come preſently to ſome Determination therein, 
the Aſſembly aid agree to put this Queſtion, Stain 
this Fourth Article relevant, or commit the ſame to the 
Conſideration of a Committee? And it carried, Suſtain 
Bis teaching as his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons 
of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be Numerically one in 


Subſtance — — % 
Upon the Eighteenth, the Committee named, the 


Day before, to bring in an Overture as to the Fourth 
Point found relevant upon the Second and Third Arti- 
cles of the Libel, made their Report, which is as fol- 
lows. © 'The Committee having read and conſidered 
* the Depoſit ions relating to the faid Article, and 
© Branches thereof, Find, Fr/t, That the Depoſitions 


© of Mrs: William Brown, Number 6. of William 


% Boyd, N. 9. Hamilton, N. 17. Ritchie, N. 2: 
Chapman, N. 22. and Sirling, N. 26. upon that 
* Part of the Propoſition concerning the Term Tudes 
< pendency of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt's Deity, that the 


« {aid Term is impertinent and not fit to be uſed in 
« ſpeaking of the Trinity, do not prove the Point li- 


*& belled.” 


e 


Asen Gren een 


2dly, | 


* 


ſs er — — eber Ln 
Ar- Neceſſarg-exiftence of our Lord Jeſus Chritt was im- 

hich I pertinent and not 10 be uſed in of the Fi- 
ſons i nity, proven; 1ſt, By the Dep ion of Mr. Malliam 
nite Broun, Number 6th, who depones thit the Proſeſ— 
Sub- ſor ſaid this Term Neceſſary-exiftence of out Lord 
Hy fi- 77 us Chrift was impertinont, und not at all to be 1. 
lor's i in ſped king of the-Trinity, br Words to that Pur- 
his per '2dly, By the Depoſition of Mr. William M*-” 
1384 „Number 2oth, who depones that the 1 
pon 32 the Term Neceſſary-exiltence, was not uftd in 

«© "$ripture and 4043 impertivent : 3dly, By the De- 
mr. . Legere le ths Proſe fad how Ran of . 
1im- es that rofkſſor z W the + 
pe- Inde ndency. and Nec ——— of our Lord 
ein, . Chrift, that lhe Term Nec ry-exiſtence was 4 Term 


nin . not proper or I 10 bs uſed when [peaking of the Tri- | 


ain 3th, &« The Coinmittee finds that the Term Necela- ; 
ons kene was a Philoſophiral Nicety, deponed up- 
in on only by a ſingle Witneſs, viz. By Mr. Williant | 
* Boyd, Number gth ; find the other Witneſs adduced; 


the I « wiz. Nr, Miliam Hamilin upon this Foint is not 
rth ſitive. 

ti- be Aſmbly delayed the Confiderdiiog of chis Mic ; 
ol- ter, and ippointed the Committee, which they. had 


Ing med upon the 11th current poſt meridiem in this A f- 
fair, to confidet the whole of the Aſſembly's Proceeds : 
ings in this Cauſe, both what is paſt and what is Je" 


ant to be done, and to bring in an Overture thereupon. . 

2: In the Afternoon the Profle gave in a Paper "for his 
at M Vindication, containing, briefly, his Sehrimeites apo” 
ies Wthe Subject of the Articles of the Libel that had bei 


from which it will appear, that as the Profeſſor is tni6ft, ' 
| Orthodex i in his reren Fl theſe Points, fo PoE 


urid relevant by the Affembly, printed Pags 187, 
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2 therein but · hat is conſiſtent with what he has 
more fully expreſſed in all his: other Papers. 

Mr. John Stirling, Principal of the College of Glaſ: 

gow, cauſed read a Proteſt he had formerly taken before 


the Presbytery of Glaſgow, wiz, © That tho? he owned 


Church Ju e a Power to try a Profeſſor 
<. of Divinity upon an Accuſation of Error; yet the 
<.-Univerſity of Glaſgow being inveſted with a Power: 


2 to try and judge their own Members, he therefore 


«- proteſted that the preſent Trial of Proleſſor Simſon 
c ought nat to pre judge the Univerſity's Right. And 
the Principal declared his Adherence to the ſaid Pro- 
teſtation, and thereupon took Inſtruments. | 

Then the laſt mentioned Committee gave in their 
Report, which was approven of, and the, Aſſembly ap- 


Pentel a ſmall Committee to draw up their Reſoluti- 


ons into the Form of an Act; and to name the Per- 


ſons who were to be the Committee for Purity of Do- 
ctrine, which the Aſſembly had reſolved to appoint, 


and the faid Act being accordingly prepared, was * 


proven of. It is printed Page 188. 
Upon the 19th the Aſſembly's Act was intimated to 


Profeſior Simſo, and he ſhewed his Willi rs to obey 


the Aſſembly's pos, and N d himſelf to 


this Purpoſe. 
Moderator I think it my. Duty to reverence the Ho- 


ly Hand of God in this Step of his Providence toward 
me; I have been caſt on the. Care of our gracious God, 

and have endeavoured to obſerve his various Ways of 
dealing with me, and to commit my ſelf and all my 
Concerns to his merciful Conduct and wiſe Diſpoſal, 

who has always done what By beſt, - and performed all 
Things graciouſly for me: I deſire he i 


Grace, paticntly and quietly. to ſubmit to his bleſſed 
Temas in thus: pong of: his holy. 1 
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I have always wiſhed for, and to my Power endea- 
voured the Peace and Proſperity of the Church of Scof- Y 
land. And will ſtill earneſtly pray for and ſeek her 


Peace and Welfare; and if I cannot live in this Church 
without being a Bone of Contention, I will much ra- 


ther leave it, and heartily pray that Peace with Truth 
and Righteouſneſs may be promoted in it. 


5 


„ 


Age 2. Line 2. for have I, read I have. p. 11. 1. 25. dele 
and. p. 13. Il. 30. who, r. tho'. p. 18. J. 17. ſame, r. 
the ſame. p. 39. I. 28. proceeding, r. preceeding. p. 50. laſt 
an, r. and. p. 59. l. 20. infinite Per feltions, r. infinite Di- 
vine Perfections. p. 68. 1. 17. needful, r. needleſs. p. 72. J. 
A0. the Words, r. any ſhall be poſitive the Words. p. 142. J. 
22. Page 9. r. 133. p. 145. l. 37. after aſſert, ſhould be, Ce. 
and what follows, The Meaning, &c. is the Anſwer, and not 
a part of the Remark. p. 168. I. 16. wſe, r. caſe. p. 176. J. 
5. from the Foot dele it. ae | De 


£2 


| Presbytery of Glaſeow. 


B. „ 5 
T bas been no ſmall Uneaſineſs to 
me, that I have been deprived of 
„ the Comfort and Advantage of at- 
by Et Fg * | FRB We tending your Meetings in Presby= 
— tdtery this winter, thro? bodily In- 
diſpoſition, where with a Holy and 
FA REST! Righteous God hath thought fit 
do cxerciſe me; at ſome Times 
277 3 . meaſuring out to me. very ſharp 
Affliction, yet in his infinite Mer- 


V. R. and D. 


, 
; 


== 
FLASS 


555 at other Times, intermixing 


Kindneſs in granting me Reſpite 


and Eaſe, both as to Body and Mind, (without which I could 


not have lived till now) which undeſerved Fayour I deſire 
thankfully to acknowledge and remeriiber to the Praiſe of his 
free Grace, through Jeſus Chriſt our Lord. But what has 
been moſt grievous to my Spirit, and has added great Aﬀi- 
ction to the affliced, is a Load of Calumny thrown upon me 


by falſe Reports ſpread Abroad far and near, of my having 


taught Hereſy, or Groſs Errors concerning the Do&rine of the 
Holy Trinity z which might have been prevented, or long 
ſince wiped off, had I been in ordinary Health, or able to at- 
tend your Meetings. | | | 

I have been informed by my Brethren, Mrs. Scot and Mac- 
laurin, that you deſire to know what I haye taught this Win- 


—— 


Mr. SiMsoN's Letter to the 


a 


is fatherly Compaſhon, and great 
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ter on that Subject, about which 55 great Noiſe has been 
made: This Favour have I granted to uy Brother that ask- 
ed it. I do theretore cheartully embrace this Opportunity o 
giving you a free and ingenuous Account of it, w. ich I Judge 
neceſlary for your Satisfaction, and for the Vindication of my 
ſelf, and of the Society whereof I am. a Member, and of the 
Students under my Inſpection, and likewiſe for preventing 
unjuſt Reflections on my Reverend Brethren of the Fresbytery, 
Since 1 had the Honour to teach Divinity here, I have year- 
ly explained Profeſſor Mark's little Compend, called his Me. 
dulla, and alſo ſome Chapters of Profeſſor Pictet's little Com. 
pend, and among others that of the Doctrine of the Trinity); 
together with theſe I yearly read over, and explain our Confeſ- 
Fon f Faith, and compare the feveral Articles of it, with 
what is taught in the Latin Syſtems, ſome u iſtakes in which 
I had Reaſon to correct, by what is more clearly and exactly 
taught in our Confeſſion. Accordingly this Winter, in teaching 
the Doctrine of Gd, and of the Hely Trinity, I did in Courſe 
read and explain the ſecond Chapter of our Confeſſion of Faith. 

in my Entry on this Subject, I took Pains to teach the Stu- 
dents, the Scripture Notion and Character of the true God, 
whereby he is diſtinguiſhed from all falſe. Gods whatſoever: 
"The firſt Part of which is his being the Creator of the World, 
whereby he makes known to Mankind, and all other reaſonable 
Creatures, his Eternal Power and Godhead: The other Part 
of this Character is, That being the Creator of the World, he 
becomes neceſſarily the abſolute Lord and Proprietor of all his 
Creatures, and the ſupreme Goyernor of all of them endowed 
with Reaſon. By which he makes known all hi“ glorious 
 Perfe&ions that ſhine forth in the Works of Creation and Pro- 
vidence, as Moſes does in the moſt clear and effectual Manner 
_ deſcribe the true God, in the firſt three Chapters of Genefis, 
which contain the moſt ſuitable Preface imaginable, to the fol- 
lowing Revelation of God's Will to Mankind, recorded in the 
Books of the Old and Næw Teftament, from which Holy. Oracles 
we learn the glorious Perfections of God, which ſhine forth 
in the Work of fallen Man's Redemption, together with a more 
full and juſt Account of his Perfections diſcoverable by the 
Works of Creation and Providence, than Man in his corrupt 
State could attain to by the meer Light of Nature; of which 
Divine Perfe&ions we have an excellent Sum in the firſt and 
ſecond Sections of the ſaid Chapter of our Confeſſi:n. . . 

This Character which M-ſes gives of the true God, is often 
briefly repeated and referred to in many Places, both of the 
Old and New Teftament; in giving Inſtances . whereof I took | 
Notige, That the Apoſtle: Ihn having ſaid, That the Word or 
Son was God, proves the. Truth of it by the ſame Argument 
uſed by Moſes, te proye that the God of Iſrael was we 

| | | 20d; 


5 . | 
God; namely, That all Things were 
aut him was not any Thing made, that was made. And that 
the World was made by him, Joby i. 1, 3, 10. 


the Notion of Dr. Clark, and others, who by true God un- 
derſtand any Perſon who has truly Spiritual Dumi nation. In 
the next Place, {proved that there is and can be but one God, 
both according to the Light of Nature and Revelation; but 


yet (according to what is well taught in the Third ßection of 


the ſaid Chapter) that in the Unity of the Godhead there be 


Three Perſons, Ged the Father, &c. who are diltinguithed by 


the ir perſonal Properties thereinmentioned. The Nature an 

Incommunicableneſs of which do equally prove the real Di- 
ſtinction of the Perſons, and the Oneneſs of their Godhead. For 
the Father is of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, and be- 
gets the Son; the Son is eternally begotten of the Father; the 
| 4 Ghoſt eternally proceeding from the Father ard the Sen: 
And the Property of each Perſon is incommunicable to either 
of the other two, as is owned by all ſound Divines. e. g. 
The perſonal Property of the Father cannot be truly affirmed of 


the Son, by whatever Expreſſions or Words it be done. For 


it would be the ſame as to iay, The Son is of None, he is not 
begotten of the Father, but begets the Father, which mani- 
feltly contradicts the. expreſs Words of our Confeflion, and of 
the Holy Scriptures, and what our Divines commonly teach 
according to them: The ſame holds t ue of the perſinal Proper- 
ties of the Son and Hey Gheſt. Iaiſo, by the Way, took No- 
tice, that the Father's being of N.e, is the ſame that many 
Authors underſtand by being Self-exiſtent, taken not abſurdly 

in the poſitive Senſe, but in the Negetive; meaning, Lhat he 
has his Being and G:dbead of Neng; ſo that he has nct only 
Life in himſelf, but has it from no other Perſon or Being what- 
ſoever. | further obſerved, That the Father, in, bezetting his 
only Son, has from Eternity communicated to him, the Divine 
Perfections that he has originally in himſelf, whereby he has 
iven to the Son to haye Lite in himſelf; as our Lord declares, 

hn v. 26. Which Words are cited, Section 24 of the ſaid 
Chapter of our Cenfzſſion, ta prove that God hath, all Life in 


- himſelf. And as this proves that the Son hath Life in himſelf, 
as well as the Father, namely, That he 7s Infinite, Eternal and 


Uncbangeable, in his Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, Fuſtice, Gocd- 
meſs, &c. ſo they expteſly prove that the Son hath this Life of 
the Father, who gives or, communicates it to him, Which he 
does in his Eternal Generation. Then 1 ſhewed that the Divine 
Perfections are communicated to the Holy Ghoſt by his eternally 


proceeding from the Father and the. Son: From all which L 


proved, that the Son and Holy Ghoſt, tho? d iſtinct Perſons from 


the Father, and each of them God, yet they could not be dif- 


" made by him, and with- 


From this Scripture Character of the true God, I retuted 
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ferent Gods from him, it being the ſame Divinity which is q- 
riginally in the Father, that is eternally communicated to them, 
which Communication would be impoſſible, unleſs they were 


Perſons truly diſtin& from the Father, as is plain from the per: 


nal Properties of all the Three Perſons compared together; 
from the Nature of which Ithink it evident, That the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt muſt needs be one God with the Father, and alſo 
Perſons diſtin& from him, and likewiſe that theſe Properties 
are the Foundation of their mutual Relations, and of the Or- 
der of their Being and Working. JJ 

Morover, that I might ſheiv the Students the Agreement be- 


tween the Doctrine taught in our Confeſſion, and that of the 


ancient Chriſtian Church, I repeated the Articles of the Nicer 
Creed relating to this Subject, and refuted all the Branches of 
the Arian Hereſy therein condemned, and confirmed the Truth 


of the Catholick Doctrine oppoſed thereunto: On the other 


Hand, I refuted the old Sabellian and preſent Socinian Here- 


| ties, which agree in Subſtance, tho? they differ in Circumſtan- 


ces, and Modes of Explication of no great Moment; as to which 
ſome of both theſe Secs did of old, and do ſtill differ among 
themſelves. And that I might give the Students yet a fuller 
View of this important Article, I read. to them what Biſhop 
Pearſon, an approved Author, writes concerning the perſonal 
Properties ef the Father and Son in his Expoſition of the Creed, 
Page 40. Edit. 4th. and recommended the whole Book to their 
Peruſal, eſpecially what relates to the Trinity. Afterwards I 


taught, That altho' the Divine Perſons be thus diſtinguiſhed 
by their perſonal Properties, yet with Reſpect to their Eſſential 
Perfections they are equal, the Scripture aſcribing to the So 
and Holy Ghoſt ſuch Names, Attributes, Works and Worſhip, 


as are proper to God only; which I explained and proved at 
large in teaching that Part of the Confeſſion, and of the Latin 
Syſtem which treats of that Subject. | oY 
This, to the beſt of my Memory and judgment, on careful 


Reflection, is what I taught at ſeveral Times this Winter con» 


cerning the High and Important Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, 
on which the chief Articles of our Holy Religion are founded : 
And this Doctrine being diſcoyered to us in the Holy Scrip- 


tures alone, and well ſummed up in the 3d Section of the ſaid 


Chap. of our Confeſſion, and in the Larger Catechiſm, Queſt. g, 
10, 11. I took all poſſible Care to keep cloſs by the Expreſſions 
uſed in Scripture and our Confeſſion, being ſenſible of the Danger 


öl eſſaying to be wiſe above what is written, in teaching a 


Doctrine ſo far above our Comprehenſion, and which we can | 


x 


know nothing of by the Light of Nature. 2 | 
When [compare what I have taught with the ſcandalous Re- 

ports ſpread abroad, which I have got Notice of (as mentioned 
aboye) they all ſeem to haye ariſen from abſurg. Conſequences, 
4 Fo F TEE V b: «agent \ 1 K oy drawn 


WIYT 


drawn from what I ſaid ey the perſonal Properties of the 


Divine Perſons. 'oncerning their being Incommunicable, and 
founding a real Diſtin&ion of the Perſons; all which Confe- - 


quences, and others of the like Nature, may with equal Reaſon 
be drawn from the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, which I 
ok in their literal. Senſe, and told the Students they were 


0 _ SFuac ; 
beter to expreſs that Poctrine, than any other 1 could ule in 


their Place. Whence it is obyious, that the ſame Reports may 
with equal Juſtice be ſpread and objected againſt the Compilers 
of our 2 effion, and all the Members of this Church, who 


07 | | | 
haye Gente it as the Confeſſion of their Faith. In like Man- 


ner, both the Sabellians and Arian did of old raiſe the ſame 
and the like Obje&ions againſt the Catholick Doctrine, eſpeci- 


ally againſt the Nicen Creed, and perſecuted the Profeflors' of 


it, with the ſame or the like Reproackes and Calumnies. 
The Unreaſonableneſs and Falſhood of the Calumnies thrown 


upon me, Iſhall make evident, by conſidering all the falſe Reports | 


that are come to my Hand. I ſhall begin with that, Chriftas 
non eſt ſummus Deus; And when I had read in Pictet, Chriſtus 


eſt ſummus Deus, I ſaid it was to be underſtood cum grans 
ſalis, tho? I do not remember that I then uſed that Expreſſion, 


yet I think tis probable I might, becauſe J often uſe it on the 
like Occaſion; namely, when a Term is nat to be taken in the 
greateit Latitude, wherein it is uſed by ſome Authors. Let I 


remember I ſaid, if the Words, ſummus Deus, were taken in 
_ ſuch Latitude, as to include the Father*s perſonal Property, as 
they are by ſome Authors, they could not in that Senſe be 


truly affirmed of the Son: But if meant of Chriſt's heing Crea- 
tor and Sovereign Governor of the World, or of the effential 
Properties that are common to the Father and the Son, then 


they would truly agree to him; and told them that Pictet ma- 


nifeſtly took them in this Senſe, according to which all his 


Arguments were concluſive, which I ſhewed in the particular 
Explication of them: So that the other Report of my endea- 


youring to refute Piſtet's Arguments for the Equality of the 
Son with the Father, is a groſs Falſhood, and contrary to what 
was Fact, as is likewiſe that other Report, Filius non eſt equa- 


lis Patri, the contrary of which I proved at large, as is men- 
tioned above, tho I taught that the Father's perſonal Properties 


did not agree to him. 1. | Crag 
As to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, there be- 


ing no Mention thereof either in the Holy Scripture or our 
Confeſſion of Faith, or in the Syſtem I teach, it never came in 


my Thoughts to mention it, either in teaching or preaching 3 
as little did I mention in teaching the Word Tndependens, for 


the ſame Reaſon : But on a Student's propoſing an Ohjection, 
wherein he mentioned the Words. Dependent and Independent; 
I anſwered, That the Words Dependent and Independent, cyo- 


ordinate 
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. ordinate and Subordinate, were never in Scripture or our Co 
feſſien F Faith applied to the perſonal Properties and Relations 
_ ofthe Diyine Perſens, nor could we ſafely and pertinently ap- 
ply them fo, becauſe they are ordinarily uſed with y py to 
e 


Creatures, in a Senſe not applicable to the Perſons of the Glo- 
rious Godhead ; yet all are agreed, that if the Words Inde- 
pendent and Nec:ſſary-exiſtent, be taken in a Senſe that includes 
the perſonal Property of the Father, they cannot be applied to 


the Son; but it ſaid of him in any Senſe conſiſtent with the 


perſopal Properties of the Father and the Son, they will ne 


_ dolibt agree to him. 


As to that Text, John xvii. 3. where our Lord, raying to 
his Father, calls him, The only true God, when that Phraſe, the 


only true God, is taken in a Senſe that includes the Father's 


perſonal Property, it cannot in that Senſe be applied to the Son, 


but ony to the Father, in which Senſe it was taken by many of 
the Ancients, ſueh as Athanaſius and others, who were the moſt 
zealous Oppoſers, both of the Arian and Sabellian Hereſies, as 
it is alſo by Bp. Pearſon in the forecited Place, and by Bp. Ball 


in ſeveral Places of his Defenſio Fidei Nicenæ, and by other ap- 

proved Divines. | | £ 
Thus I have freely laid before my Reyerend Brethren a 

faithful Account of what I have taught concerning the Noarine 


of the Holy Trinity, together with Anſwers to the calumnious 
Reports that have been ſpread of me, which in my Apprehen- 


non make it evident, that they are falſe and unjuſt ; and I per- 


ſwade my ſelf; if both Parts of the Letter do not fully ſatisfie 


you, as [ would fain hope they will both you and others, yet 
you will at leaſt find nothing in either Part that is different 
from, much leſs that is inconſiſtent with the Doctrine of the 


Hey Scriptures, and of our Confeſſion of Faith, unleſs my Words 
be ſtrained to another Senſe than I take them in, and which, 


according to their common Uſe, I think they cannot bear. Bur 
being ſenſible from long Experience, that I may be miſtaken 
when I think I am in the Rioht, if there be any Miſtakes in 


This, I ſhall reckon it a Favoar to have them diſcovered, and 
ſoon as I am conyinced of them, I fhall chearfully correct 
* Em. | | ; WS 


It is with great Difficulty that I have got this Line wrote to 
you under my extream bodily Weaknels, to which a long conti- 


nued Diſeaſe hath brought me, which renders me incapable of 
| Thinking on any Subject fo cloſely ard diſtinctly as I uſed to do 


when in Health, much more on ſo ſublime and nice a Subject 
as this is. I earneſtly beg and expect your Brotherly Sympa- 


thy, and Aſſiſtance of your Prayers at the Throne of Grace, 


that our Gracious God may ſanctify my Affliction, and guide 


me into all Trath by his holy and unerring Spirit, and help me 
to ſerve him faithfully and diligently while he has Uſe for me 
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Glory, through our Bleſſed Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt. 


that Inquiry be made into the Grounds of ſome Repo 


ctions, having calle 


with his Counſel while here, and afterward receive me into his 


5 Bon and your Labours to the Riches of his Grace 
and effectual Bleſſing; Iam, e N 
ps | . X and D. Bo ' 
Tour moſt affectionate Brother, and bumble Servant, ' 
Glaſgow, March ad, 1726. Joun'Six$0N« 


P. $. I defire this may be read in full Presbytery, and that the 
Students may be preſerit. CY 1 5 


OVERTURE by Way ef Act, for preſer. 
ving Parity of Doctrine. 
: Edinburgh, May 17. 1726. i 


T* E General Aſſembly conſidering, that ſeveral Presby- K 


teries have inſtructed their Commiſſioners to propoſe, 
rts ot un- 
ſound Boctrine, concerning the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity 
being taught at Glaſgow, and that their Committee for Inſtru- 

T their Brethren Commiſſioners from. the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow, to give them an Account what they 
knew about theſe Reports, and what they had done about the 
fame; theſe Brethren anſwered, That upon ſome Surmiles of 


Mr. John Simſon, Profeſſor of Divinity in Gleſzow, his having 


taught erroneous Doctrine, particularly with Reſpect to the 


Bleſſed Trinity, the Presbytery of Glaſgow had ſent Two of _ 


their Number, to converſe him thereupon : That he had ſent to 
the Presbytery a Letter owning, that there were ſuch Reports, 
but that they were falſe and calumnious, and giving an Account 
ef what he ſaid he taught on that Article ; and that the Pres by- 


tery had appointed a Committee of their Number to cenfider _ 


his ſaid Letter, but that their Committee had not yet made Re- 
py unto the Presbytery; and the General Aſſembly being zea- 
ouſly - concerned for the Preſeryation of Purity of Doctrine in 
this Church, and for preventing the Entry and Spreading of 
any Error. eſpecially in ſuch a weighty and fundamental Article: 
Do therefore recominend to, and appoint the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gew to proceed with all Diligenee in their Inquiry into Mr. - 
ſon's Opinions concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, _ 
and particularly as to the Paſſages and Expreſſions relative 


thereto, contained in his Letter to them, or other Papers.writ- 


7 ten 


on Earth, and may perfect a Work of Grace in me, and guidens 


» 


ten by him z and alſo, that they make Inquiry unto What lie 
taught or vented concerning the Trinity; and alſo how he 
has obeyed the Injunctions of the General Aſſembly zn anno 
1717, as to the Points which they had then prohibited him to 
teach; ant further, if they ſhall ſee Ground to ſuſpect him ta be 
unſound in anygotlier Articleof our Confeſſion of Faith, they 
ſhall Iixewiſe make Inquiry into his Opinion and Sentiments 
concerning che ſame. And for the Help and Aſſiſtance of the 
ſaid Presbytery in theſe Matters, the General Aſſembly dg 
hereby Nominate and Appoint the Reverend Meſſrs. William 
Aubahen, one of the, Miniſters of Edinbungb, James Haddon 
Principal of the new College of St. Andrews, Allan Logan of 
Culroſs, William Wiſhart Principal of the Univerſity of Edin- 
burgh, William Hamilton Profeſſor of Divinity there, James 
Craig Miniſter at Edivbungh, James Ballantyne there, Fame; 
Smith at Cramond, Fames Alſton at Dirleton, William M George 
at Renn cock, John Brand at Borrowftonneſs, Michael Potter at 
Kippen, ohn Hunter at Air, Hugh Fanſide at Loudoun, Robert 
Modrow at Eaſtwood, Thomas Linnen at Leſmabago, John Cur- 
ry at Old Monkland, and James Bane at Bonehill, Miniſters 
the Right Honourable Sir Hugh Dalrymple of North Berwick 
Lord reſident of the Seſſion, Adam Cockburn of Yrmiftoan 
Lord Juſtice Clerk, Mr. Fames Erskine of Grange, Mr, James 
Hamilton of Pancaitland, Sir Walter Pringle of Newhal, Sena · 
tors of the College of Juſtice, Sir James Stewart of Goodtrees 
Baronet, and Mr. Robert Dundas of Arniſtoun younger, Rul- 
ing-Elders ; to be a ſelect Committee, and 13 of them to be g 
Quorum, whereof Nine are always to be. Miniſters ; and that 
their firſt Meeting ſhall be in the old Church '#fle of Edinbargh, 
upon the next Day after diſſolving of this preſent Aſſembly, at 
Nine of the Clock in the Forenoon, and that ſubſequent Meet- 
Ings be upon Tzeſday before each ordinary Meeting of the Com- 
miſſion of the General Aſſembly, at Four of the Clock in the 
Afternoon, with full Power tv them to chooſe their own Mode- 
rator and Clerk; that they give Advies and Direction in theſe 
Affairs to the Presbytery, as they ſhall be applied to fer the 
fame, and that the Presbytery ſhall ſend an Account of the 
Steps of their Frocedure to the ſeveral Meetings of this Com- 
mittee, that are or ſhall be afterwards appointed, that they may 


| Advice and Direction as the Caſe ſhall require, that the 


oderator of the Committee ſhall correſpond with the Presby- 
tery, and is hereby impowered to call Meetings of the ſaid 
Committee pro re nata, as he ſhall be adviſed by the {aidPresby- 
tery, or as Occaſion ſhall require; and hereby gives full Power 
to the ſaid Committee, to adjourn to ſuch Times and Places 
as they ſhall ſee Cauſe; and alſo to meet and join with the 
Presbytery, in the Trial of the Affairs recommended. to them; 
but that neither Committee nor Presbytery, jointly or 5 | 
OY | | rately 
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| Synods in this Church, and that in all their Actings the Freyb - | 


they are not to inſiſt upon any Article not contained "thereity 
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| ſtent and independent? 


rately; mall paſs à Judgment, either abſolving or -condemning 

Mr. Simſon, but ſhall only ER. this "AfF:ir by all prope 

Ways of Inquiry, and proceed, z/q#e ad ſententiam, and t 

report their Diligence to the next General Aſſembly, Yer. ; 10 ; 
Mr. Simſon ſhall refuſe or decline to anſwer Queſtions that 
ſhall be propoſed to him by the ſaid Presbytery or Committee; 
4nd conform to the Dire kion of this Act, or, if hie Hall ive 
ſuch Anſwers, or -behave himſelf ſo with Relation to the Pre- 
miſſes, 28. that it ſhall aßpear t6 them to be Unſafe to the 
Church of GO p, that he continue to teach or preach; in any 
of theſe Caſes, tlie Mou or Presbytery and Commit- 
tec, arejimpowered to ſuſpend him till the next Meeting of the 
General Aſſembly. And the, Genera! Aſſembly appoint, that 
the ſele& Committee, at their Meeting in March next, ſhall 
order an Abſtra& of their rocedure to be ſent! to the ſever 
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laß cw Auguſt 24; 1256. 
HE Pletbytety of Glaſyow — 4 read the followin 
Queſtions over one by one, and being ſeparately conſi- 
dered one after another, they approved ew and appointed 
their Moderator to deliver an Extract of this Day's Poocodkng 
containing the ſaids Quieſtions; to Profeſſor Snmſon, deſiring him, 
in the Fresbytery's Name, to give his Aer thereto, d to the 
Preshytery with his frſt C W 


QUESTIONS. ©. 


I. werbe are there Three diſtinũ Sabſtances in the Tbres 
Perſons of the Godhead, or is it one and the jos 12 | 
Subſtance that is in them. all? . _ | 

« Whether is the Son Neceſſarily-exiftent, in the | ne 
ſenſe of the Word, ſo that it is impoſſible that be n not bave 
been 

III. Whether 3s the Deity of the Son and Holy Gheft Self-exs 


8 
_ 


r 
„* 


w 

—— ů 
— De RES 

* 7 


* 8 : 
: * 
x * A N 
” FOI”. OS 
— ——————— 
— x —ů— 1ſ R r nQ——— —˙b 7.0 _ 4286 __ — 
4 — — 

* F Roe 04k ” > 


Wooly.) r + p 4 e 
PRI EE ˙Ü . tal onto EM : 4 SS K 


47 To 7 
n 
„r 


— 
— * 


35 Is this Title, ras MOsr wow Gov, in the bighet 
KLE in Scripture due to Chriſt, as he ig Gd 
ether js it agreable W and the Confeſſion of hai, | 


— — 


NN ä __ K 


2 


Gen? 


Charles Coats, Miniſter at Govan (without ſpeaking a Word 


When I was told by one of your Members, there had been 


oof 04) | 
fo aſcribe to the Father that Title, r uE ONLY TRUB Gop;, 
in 5 of Senſe, as it cannot be affirmed of the Son and Holy 
VI. The Presbytery deſires to know, why the Profeſſor, in teach- 
eng the Doctrine of the Trinity, has not mentioned the Terms 
InDdEPEBNDEST, DEPENDENT and SUBORDI1- 
NATE, ſeeing Adverſarzes of the Truth aſſort the Dependence of 
the Son, and his Subordination, as to his Divinity, to the Fa- 
ther : And there ſeems to be as much Need as ever to caution 
Students againſt this Subordination and Dependence ? 
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| Profeſſor Simſon's Letter to the Pre sbytery of 


Glaſgow, October 12. 1726. 


the Presbytery of Glaſgow, ſent them the following Let - 
ter, directed thus, To the I. R. Moderator, and remanent 
Members of the Presbytery of Glaſgow. V. R. D. B. You no 
doubt remember, That upon the 16th of February laſt, when I 
was confined te my Chamber by a very afflicting Diſeaſe, Mr. 


before to me on the Subje&) did lay before you an Informa- 
tion againſt me, of ſeveral Groſs Errors, he ſaid, he heard I 
ſhould” have taught on the Subject of the Holy Trinity; where- 
upon you appointed a Committee to confer with me that AF- 
ternoon, upon the Particulars of that Information, which one 
of the Members of the Committee got a written Note of. 


ſuch an Information given in, and a Committee appointed to 


confer with me, I found my ſelf obliged to decline ſuch a Con- 


ference, being utterly unable for it in theſe Circumſtances, 
and knowing from Experience they are more ready to create 
then remove Miſtakes, but choſed rather to write my Mind 
to you about the Particulars informed againſt me, as ſoon as 
4 ſhauld be able to do it, after having got a Copy of them, 
which accordingly-I received frem Mr. John M*Laurin, one 


If the Miniſters of Glaſgcw, about a Week after that, and 
found all the Particulars were perfectly new to me, except 
chat one, about the Terms, Summus Deus being taken cum 


grano ſalis when applied to Chriſt; and being forward to give 
All poſſible Satisfaction to my Reverend Brethren, I fent you a 
Letter of the 2d March thereafter, containing a full Account 
of what I. owned and taught on the Subject of the Holy Trini- 
fy, and anſwered the Reports objected to me, and deſired it 


Rofefor $:mſm being indiſpoſed, and not able to attend 


„% .. 
as a Favour, that you would diſcoyer to me any Miſtakes you 
ſhould find in it, that upon being convinced of them, I might 
correct them. To which Letter 1 have not been fayoured with 
any Return, nor have I heard ſo much as by Report, that 
you have found Fault with any Propoſition in it, during the 
Space of more than ſeven Months, that are now elapſed, fince 
you received it; but an Extract of a Minute of your Proceed- 
ings the ſecond of Auguſt laſt, was delivered to me in your 
Name by the ſaid Mr. M. Laurin, which had I not thus re- 
ceived, how ſhould 1 have known from any Thing in the Mi- 
aute that I was the Profeſſor concerned in it, ſeeing it con- 
tains neither my Name nor Deſignation, either in the Title or 
Body of it. I found Six Queſtions inſerted therein, which 
the Presbytery defires the Profeſſor to give Anſwers to, with bis 
firſt Conveniency : The laſt of them ſeems to relate fo à Paſ- 
lage of my ſaid Letter, which I chink contains a plain Anſwer 


to that Queſtion, and a ſufhcient Caution to the Students; 
but when you ſhall be pleaſed to let me know, what are the 


Defects thereof, I ſhall endeavour to give you What further 
Satisfaction I can about it. As to the other Queſtions, ſo far 
as I perceive, they have no Relation to that Letter of mine, 
which contains what I own and teach concerning the Bleed 
Trinity, according to the Holy Scriptures, and the expreſs Words 
of our Confeſſion of Faith, which 1 having ſigned oftner than 


once, and do ſtill adhere to; ſo that if you mean by theſe 


Queſtions, to expreſs nothing elſe, | but what is ſaid in our 
Confeſſion, I humbly conceive, without any Reflection on you, 


that the Words chofen by the Venerable Aſſembly at Weſt min- 
ter, are fitter to expreſs that Doctrine, than theſe made uſe 
of in your Queſtions: But if by your Queſtions you mean 


ſomething elſe than what is taught in our Confeſſion, 1 do. not 
ſee what Concern my Letter or I have with them, until I be 
better informed. I muſt alſo acquaint you, That by che nar- 


roweſt Search made into your Minutes, I could not find any 


Thing to let me know your Deſign, in deſiring me to anſwer 
theſe Queſtions; as whether it were to have my Aſſiſtance in 
determining ſome new Articles of Faith, or in anſwering ſo 


Difficulties on that Subject, or for any other End; neither. does 


it contain any Reaſons why you. deſire me to anſwer theſe 
Queſtions more than any ether Profeſſor, or any other Man; 
all which make your Minute very Myſterious to me, who 
am a great Stranger to your Affairs, having been, as yau 


may know, in na, Cendition to attend any of your Megt- | 
ings this whole laſt Year, -and but very few of them 11 5 
more than a Year before that, and fince February laſt 


* 


12 Management ſeems to have been deſignedly kept eres 
om me; wherefore I have thought it moſt prudent to dela 


the Conſideration of theſe Queſtions, until you ſhould be b. | 
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: N 5 
ed to let me know plainly and expreſly for what End and Res- 
ſons you have deſired me to anſwer them, leſt by gueſſing at 
them, from uncertain Reports, or gathering them by remote and 
doubtful Conſequences, I might fall into a Miſtake of your 
Meaning, and be thereby led to ſay Things that might be mil” 
taken by you, which from the Reſpe& I haye to you, and to the 


Peace of the Church, I think my ſelf obliged by all Means to | 


avoid. I pray our Blefſed Lord may countenance and aſſiſt 
you in all the Parts of his Work among your Hands, and guide 


th you and me into the Paths of Truth and Rightcouinely, | 


which are the only Ways to ſolid Peace. I am, 


| © Tour Aſſetlionate Brother, and humble Servant in the Lord, 


Glaſgow, October 12th, 1726. Joun S1M$sQN» 
After Reading the ſaid Letter, the Presbytery delayed the 
Conſideration of it till the firſt Wedneſday of November next; 
and in the mean Time declare, they had no other Deſign or 
Meaning by propoſing the Queries that have been given to 
Profeſſor Simſon to aniwer, but what the A& of the laſt Gene- 
ral Aſſembly concerning him bears, to wit, To underſtand his 
Opinion and Sentiments concerning the Doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity, and particularly as to the Paſſages and Expreſſions rela- 
tiye thereto, contained in his Letter to them; and appoint 
their Clerk to deliver an Extract of this Day's Proceedings to 
the ſaid Profeſſor ; and alſo appoint their Mederator to write a 
Letter to the Moderator of the Committee for: preſerving the 
Purity of Doctrine, and therein to tranſmit a Copy of the a- 
bove Letter from the ſaid Profeſſor, with an Extract of the Preſ- 
bytery's Proceedings in the ſaid Profeſſor's Affair, from the 7th 
of September laſt to this Day incluſrve.  * 
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Projeſſor SimsoN's Letter to the Committee for 

A AI 
2 F. R. aud D. B. | 


THEN you compare the Minute of the Presbytery of 
Glaſpow, of the 24 of Auguſt laſt, with the Letter I 


wrote to them, on the 12th of October thereafter, which I un- 
derſtand are tranſmitted unto you, I hope you will be ſatisfied, 
that, I had ſufficient Reaſon to delay the Conſideration of he 
Queſtions, they defired me to anſwer by the ſaid Minute, ſee- 

Ing it goes not contain the leaſt Hint for what End har | 
c het. Bt. - E t 7 
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OG 
they deſire me to anſwer them; and tho' I might have gueſſed 


they were proceeding with me according to the Method of In. 
quiſition, yet the Reſpea | haye fag een engaged me to men- 
tion any other poſſible Reaſon, for their . eſiring me to anſwer 
theſe Queſtions, rather than inſinuate they Were taking fo Wron 

a Way: And altho*, by the Declaration in their Minute of Octo 
ber 12th, they made it pretty plain, they were proceeding. in 
that Way; yet, that I might have an Occaſion. of underſtand- 
ing their Mind plainly, and have Acceſs to lay before them in 
the moiſt inoffenſive and modeſt Way the Reaſons that perſuad- 


ed me, that the Method they ſeemed to be then following, and 
alſo the Queſtions they had propounded to me, were contrary” 


to the Direction of the Ac of the laſt General Aſſembly con- 
cerning me; | waited on them at their Meeting on Wedneſday 


laſt, the 2d af November current ; and when 1 was asked by the 


Moderator, if 1 was ſatisfied with the Declaration of their 
Mind contaired in their Minute of October 12th, and was then 
ready to give my Anſwers to the Queſtions they had. propoſed 
to me. I anſwered, That I was not ſatisfied with it, and wang 
ted to have their Anſwer to a Queſtion or Two, that I, humblz 

craved Liberty to propoſe to them for further g earing my Mind 
in that Affair. Upon which the 8 ſeeming willing to 
hear what J had to offer, I firſt propoſed this Queſtion, Whether 
they thought themſelves impowered by the laſt General Aſſ-me 
bly's Act about me, to require my private Thoughts on any Point 


of Divinity? And gave them my Reaſons why i thought they _ 


were not ſo impowered, namely, becauſe it was contrary to the 
Example of our Bleiſed Lord himſelf, who refuſed to ſubmit ta 
the Method of Inquiſition, eyen with reſpe& to. the: Doctrine 
he had taught, who? when accuſed of calling himſelf the Meſſiah 


or Chriſt. and a King, his Anſwer to that Ch was required 
he confeſſed the former Article before the Council of the Fews, 


and the other before Pilate. It was alſo contrary: to the Apaltle?s 
Rule, Againſt an Elder receive not an Accuſationy' but before 


two or three Witneſſes : Which Negative Law makes it evident, 
that no other Sort of Accuſation, was a ſufficient: Ground for 


any Church, or its Judicatures, to entertain Suſpieions of; any 


Thing ſeandalous in a Church Officer, Moreover, ſuch. a . 


Power is contrary to the good Rules of Diſcipline eſtabliſned 
by this Church in the Form of Proceſs, which by the Act of the 


laſt Aſſembly, are neither abrogated, nor ſo much as ſuſpended, | 


with reſpect to my Caſe. It is likewiſe contrary to the Claim 


K Right, ang the Privileges of every free-born Subje& in the 
Ing 


om, and was one of the oppreſſive Methods made uſe of, 
before the late happy Revolution, againſt which we are ſecured 


by the faid Claim of Right." It is alſo manifeſt, that the Me- 


thod of Inquiſition is one of the moſt miſchievous Engines ol 


Fopery. From all which I concluded, chat it was not to by, 


9 


preſumed, that the ſaid Act of Aſſembly gave the Presbytery 
any ſuch Power, unleſs it had been expreſly delivered in the 


F 


1. 


laineſt Terms : Whereas it is evident the Act ſays no ſuch 
Thing. To theſe I further added, That on the contrary, the 
ſaid Act of Aſſembly does expreſly enjoin this resbytery, and 
their own Committee, to proceed by all proper Ways of Inquiry; 
and I am yet to learn, what proper Ways of Inquiry for trying 
and zſſuing Scandals, are eſtabliſhed in this Church, Except 
theſe contained in the Ferm of Proceſs, which' are framed ac- 
cording to the Rules of the Goſpel, to common Equity, to our 
Proteſtant Principles, and to our Civil Rights and 2rivileges; 
as free Subjects. But if this Method of zquifition be ſet up 
for trying and iſſuing Scandals, we may burn our Form of Pro- 
ceſs with reſpect to Miniſters at leaft, Wherefore 1 was fully 
ſatisfied in my own Mind, that the laft Aﬀembly, by their ſaid 
AR, had given the Presbytery of Glaſgow no ſuch Power. Then 
the Moderator (after cauſing read the ſaid Act of Aſſembly) ask 
ed the Opinion of all the Members preſent, upon the Queſtion; 
and all, except Three, ſaid, They thought they were impowered 
whey e's private Thoughts: And ſome of them alledged, as a 
Proof of it, That they were impowered to ſ. 1 me, if I fpould 
refeeſe or decline to anſwer the Queſtions they propeſed to me. 
But I replied, It was Queſtions propoſed according to the Di- 
reQion of this At, as is therein expreſſed 3 which Queſtions 
mould therefore. be according to the Form of Proceſs ; and the 
adding ſo heavy a Penalty, that does not only affect me, and 


my Character and Office, but alſo thoſe who may receive Be- 


nefit by my exerciſing _ Office, is to me a ſtrong Argument, 
that the Ac of the Aﬀembly gave the Presbytery no ſuck 
Power, the inflicting ſuch a Penalty being manifeſtly Unjuſt; 
unleſs I ſhould tranſgreſs ſome known and ſtanding Rules. And 
when I found that it was the Opinion of the leading Members 


of the Presbytery, that they were impowered to ask my pri- 


vate Thoughts on any Point of Divinity, ander the Penalty 
contained in that A, I according to it expreſſed the Queſtion, 
in theſe Terms, as in the Minute, with the Addition of that 
Clauſe. The other Reaſon theſe Members gave for their Opi- 
nion, was, That as a Society they had a Right to try all Per- 
fons before they were admitted into publick Truſt in the Church, 
eyen by requiring of the Candidates their private Thoughts 
and Sentiments on any Point of Divinity, and therefore they 
could not but have the ſame Right of trying thoſe that were 
already poſſeſſed of publick Offices, when they thought fit, or 
might ſuſpect them. To which I anſwered, That the Apoſtle 
enjoins that Perſons, who are to be admitted to publick Offi- 


ces in the Church, ſhould firſt be proved, and ſets down the 


Qualifications requitite in all who are to be advanced to them; 


| According te which we have good Rules oftabliſhed in this 


Church, 
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Church, for the trying of Candidates; and told them I had 


undergone Trials twice in this Church, according to theſe 
good — and being judged qualified, was admitted. But 
withReſpect to theſe Who are already admitted into, and inveſt- 
ed with a publick Office, the Apoſtle gives a very different 
Rule, with Reſpect to any Scandal they may be ſuſpected of, 
viz. That an Accuſation is not to be received againſt an Elder 
or Presbyter, but before Two or Three Vitneſſes; which, as it is 
manifeſtly juſt, ſo it is neceſſary for the good of Society,” whe- 
ther Civil or Eccleſiaſtical. Lo which I now beg Leaye to 
add, That a Presbytery, in trying a Candidate for the Mini- 
ſtry, is to enquire by proper Methods, ſuch as are contained in 
the good Rules of this Church, if he has the Qualifications ne- 
ceflary far the right Diſcharge of an honourable Office, that is 
joined with a Benefice, which to the Candidate is a Privilege, 
and to theſe that employ him an 3 who there - 
fore have a Right to know, whether he be ſound in the Faith, 
and apt to teach, &c. But the Caſe is fo far different in the 
frying of Scandals, that if ſuch Candidate were accuſed of any 
Scandal, either in Doctrine or Morals, his Trials for the Mi- 
niſtry would be ſtopped, until he were tried, according to the 
Form of Proceſs, for the Scandals objected againſt him; and 
if a Perſon, who is deſired to enter on Trials, ſhould decline 


it, he would not on that Account be ſuſpected of any Error or 


Immorality, but only be thought ſo modeſt, as to judge him- 
{elf not qualified, or that he did not incline to that Work or 
Office. Whereas the Caſe is quite otherwiſe with Reſpect to 
theſe who are in Poſleſſion of an Office in the Church, which 
they have a Right unto ad vitam aut culpam, both by the 
Rules of the Goſpel, Conſtitutions of this Church, and the 
Laws of the Land, ſo as they become in a Manner their Freebold, 
which they are not to be deprived of, unleſs by due Courſe of 
Eccleſiaſtical Proceſs they be found guilty of a Fault deſerving 
that Penalty; ſee the Act of Parliament ratifying the Confeſſion = 
of Faith, and ſettling :;:Presbyterian Church Government, anno 
1690. In which Caſe the Apoſtle appoints the common Rule 
of try ing all Scandals in other Men to take Place, as do the 
Rules of this Church, and the Acts ot Parliamert: Wherefore 
there is no Conſequence from the juſt Method of trying Candi- 
dates for an Office, and trying Scandals, the Deſign and End of 
them being ſo vaſtly different. I therefore humbly think it is 
the neceſſary Duty of every honeſt. Subject, and eſpecially-of 
any Miviſter.of this Church, to oppoſe this Method of Inquiſi-' 
tion, when ſome. Miniſters of Note in it are -ſetting up tor it, 
as a juſt and neceſſary Method of trying and iſſuing Scandals ; 
contrary to the Rules of the Goſpel, Conſtitutions of this Church, 
and theLaws of the Land, and the Rights of every free Subject; : 
fox which Reaſon I think my ſelf obliged in W 1 
| 1 1 uſe 
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fuſe Compliance wixh it, and to teſtiſy againſt it; and I am per- 


being plain, that the Presbytery's Terms were contained in none 
of chem; and therefore if they meant not ſuxething elſe by them; 
IL knew no Reaſon why they ſhould depart from the Form of ſuund 
Words. Then 1 propoſed the other Queſtions, as contained 


in the Minute of Presbytery. Upon this a good many Mem- 


bers thought it reaſonable to ſatisfy me about theſe l 


ſeeing I had no Acceſs to hear their Reaſonings about them, 


either in the Presbytery or Committee ; but ſome leading 


Members ſaid, it would take them too much Time and La- 


bour, and inſtead thereof propoſed the Overture; which be- 
ing agreed to by the Flurality, is inſert into the Minute, not- 
witl ſtand ing I had told them, That it ſeemed ſtrange to me; 


Why they went ſo far about the Buſh, when the Caſe was 6 


very plain, that they had nothing to do, but to ſet down ſuch 


and uch a Propoſition in my Letter, and tell me this is erro- 
ncous, or of a doubtful Meaning ; in which Caſe F wotlld have 


freely anſwered them; or if by their Eight Months Enquiry 
into what } have taught or publiſhed on the Doctrine ef the 


H Trinity, or any other Article-of our Religion, they had 


found any Thing erroneous, and named Witneſſes to prove it, 
L would have Feely anſwered. them according to the Form q 
Proceſs; and crayed oftner than once they might follow this 
Method. And I {till inſiſt that both the Presbytery and Com- 
mittee of Aﬀembly do follow the Rules laid down in the Form 
of Proceſs, if they think they have any juſt Ground of proceed- 
ing againſt me, either from my Letter or otherwiſe, which I ant 
4 yet perſuaded they have not. I believe every candid By- 

nder will think it ſtrange, that the Presbytery of Glaſgom 
ſhould ſay, They ſuſpect me of Error, about the Holy Trinity, 
and yet have not to this Day named to tne, ſo much as ond 
fingle Error, of which they ſuſpe& me to be guilty, tho* they 
Rave had a large Account of my Faith and Doctrine on that _ 


jze&, C 
ſuaded my ſinfulCompliance with it is an unwarrantable Means for Mont! 
zemoving the ground leſs duſpicions of others. The Moderator Imittee 
having reported to me the Presbytery's Opinion, That they the W. 

thought themſelves impowered' to ack my private Thoughts, with te. Pra 
ſome alihcations, which I did neither well underſtand, ained 
nor could remember; I deſired it might be minuted by the ſembl) 
Clerk, and given me in Writing. that I might conſidef it. rope! 
But it was moved by ſome, that I ſhould firit propoſe any Meters: 
other Queſtions I found needtu! ; whereupon, without reclaim- righte 
ing, I propoſed this Queſtion, Whether the Queſtions they had jy f 
given me to anſwer, were contained in our Confeſſion of Faith the 
and Catechiſms * The Reaſon i gave for this, was, becauſe 
after the beſt Search : could make, I did not find they Were 
determined in our own, or any other Catholick Creed or Con- 
feſſion of Faith, ſince the Commencement of Chriſtianity, it , 


- 
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per- ject, contained in my Lette 


\ 


ratot Mmittee may correct the Presbytery of.Gla{gow's Miſtake, and 
he wrong Steps they have made in this Affair, and oblige them 
with to proceed according to the good Rules of this Church, con- 
ainet in their Form of Proceſs, which by the Act of, laſt AG 


the Nembly about me they are obliged to follow, and are the only 


F it. proper Means for removing falſe Reports and groundleſs Suſpi- 


cions: That cur. Gracious God may guide you into wiſe and 


ain. {righteoils Meaſures in the Management of this Affair, ſo as it 
has may be for the Ne of Peace, with Truth in the Church, 
aith is the earneſt Deſ , e ee e eee 
— | 8 8 Be ” RT 1 R. and D, B. 5 
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Edinburgh, November gs. 1726. 


ling H E. Committee, for Preſervation of Purity of Doctrine, "_ 


La- Þ appointed a Letter to be written to the Presbytery 
be- of Glaſgow, adviſing them to peint out the Paſſages in the 


© founded, : And to take particular Notice of the Paſſages o 


me; | FOES > 85 

_ 16 the Word of Gad, and Confeſſion of Faith, and Larger an 
uch BW Shorter CO, of this Church feunded thereupon, to 
ro- which they judge Chele e err 5 CG 4 ao 
ious en as | has 20094} 

Ir 


c | ' Glaſgow November 23+ 1726. © 
HE Presbytery declared they were willing to comply 


out to the ſaid: Profeſſor the Paſſages in his Letter on which” 
lar Notice of the Paſſages of the Word of God, Confeſſion of 


Faith, and Larger and Shorter Catechiſms ef 
vhich they had in their Eye in forming the ſai 


95 aids References in Form, and to lay them before the Presby- 
er ery at their Evening Sederunt at Four of on N this After - 

y 

| | | 


* 


— 


with the Advice of the above Committee, E 
their Queſtions to him are founded, and alſo to take particu- 


| Queſtions, 
and accordingly appointed their Moderator, Mr. John Grey, | 
Mr. John Hamilton, and Mr. John M*Laurin to'draw* up the 


| r lying before them - theſe Eight 
ns for Months. I therefore humbly , crave, That the Reverend Com- 
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not- rofeſſor's Letter, on which theſe Queſtions to him 4 8 
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noon. Then the ſaid rang ere. that beſides a 4 
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' - this Charge from his Letter to the Presbytery of the ſecond « 


the Father, is eternally communicated to the Son and Holy 


ue in power and 


18 


March laſt, that the Presbytery alſo draw up any fürth 
Charge they may have againſt him, of what he has vented o 
taught contrary to the Holy Scriptures, Confeſſion of Faith an 
Catechiſms, which they can prove by Witnefles ; and dr; 
up an entire Charge of the whole, with an Account of the Pa 


ſages of Scripture, Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, to whicl 


they judge theſe Propoſitions are contrary, with a Lift of th 
Witneſſes Names and Deſignations who can prove the ſame 
and that this Charge may be put in his Hands to ſee and anſwer 


And declares, that he is heartily willing to give his Anſwer 


to the Reverend Presbytery on ſuch a Charge. ; 

FOE POL RE Ae e e Ho e 

The Presbytery of Glaſgow's References anen 
Profeſſor 8 1s 0 N's „ 

* Q: Jo 


Three Perſons of the Godhead ; or, is it one and 
* ſame numerical Subſtance that is in them all? 
This Queſtion ariſes from the Difference the Letter ſeems t 
make betwixt the Divinity of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghoſt. It is true, in the firſt Part of the Letter, 
it is affirmed, That the ſame Divinity, which originally is in 


Ghoſt: But as ſome have afirmed this, who yet hold that 


the Three Perſons are Three diſtint Minds or Beings; ſo the 


ſecond Part of the Letter ſuppoſes, that there is no Mention in 
Scripture, or our Confeſſion, of Chriſt his being Eus neceſſari- 


um, or yet Independent, which ſeems to ſay, that the Neceſſary - 


exiſtence of the Son of God, and his Independency are no Part 
of the Profeſſor's Faith; and if the Deity of the Fatlier be Ne- 
ceſſarily-exiſtent and Independent, but the Deity of the Son 


and Holy Ghoſt is not ſo, at leaſt no Matter of Faith, then it 


would appear there is ſuch a Difference betwixt the Divinity of 
the one and of the other, that it muſt be a Quſtion if it be one 
and the ſame. Subſtance in Number, or one Numerical Sub- 
ſtance that is poſſeſſed by them all. N Fo 
The Presb r) refer to the Confeſſion, Chap. II. Sect. 1. 


There is but one only living and true God. Se&. 3+ In the Unity 
of the God. head, there are three Perſons of one Subſtance, &c. 
Lar er Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſt. IX. There be three Perſons 
an the God: bead, the Father, the Son, and.the Holy Ghoſt, and 
theſe three art one = eternal God, the ſame in Subſtance, e- 

hor, alths' diſtinguiſbed by their perſonal 


WP Pro- 


- 


-—Hether are there Three diſtindt Subſtances in tb 


LY na £. 


Beings in the God- head. 


preaching; which ſcems to ſay, that Chriſt's being Neceſſarily- 


be Neceſſarily-exiſtent. The Presbytery alſo refer to the Serip- 
tures cited for proving 


9 and Independeut? 


_ conſequently that the Divine Nature in the Son and Holy Ghoſt 
Is not Self-exiſtent. As to Chriſt's Indepandency, the Pres« 


e Aependent and Neceſſarily- exiſtent he taken in a Senſe that in- bs. 
<« cludes the perſonal Property of the Father, 


N $28. 2d. which affirms, God - hath all Life, Glcry. Goodneſs» 


— 


Properties. The Presbytery iT reter to the Scriptures cited 
for proving the aboye Articles, All which laid together, im- 
ports ſuch a ſtri& Unity in the God-head, as there can be bug 
one Subſtance, one in Number, or Numerically, and can ne- 
ver be reconciled to the Notion of three diſtin& Subſtances or 


Quelt. II. Whether is the Son Neceſſarily-exiſtent, in the or di - 
nary Senſe of the Word, ſo that it is impeſſible that be ſhould not 
have been? T EY LES. | 

The Letter gives Occaſion for this Query, when it tells us, 
in the Paſſage before cited, That there is no Mention in Serzp- 
ture, or eur Confeſſion, of Chriſt's being ens neceſſarium; and 
that the Profeſſor never mentioned it either in teaching or 


exiſtent is no Matter of Faith with him. Re: 

The Presbytery refer to Confeſſion, Chap. VIII. Sed. 2d. 
which aſſerts, That the Son is Very and Eternal God, and Chap. 
II. Seck. Pl The true God is Infinite in Being and Perfection 
#mmutable, The Presbytery think Infiniteneis in Being, and 
Perfection andImmutability.inferNeceſſary-exiftence ; and there- 
fore, If Chriſt be Very God, he muſt according to the Confeſſion 


| the above Articles. 83 | 
Q. III. Whether is tbe Deity of the Sen and Holy Gheft Self- 


Ihe Letter gives Occaſion for this; for after it has ſaid in the 
Firſt Part, That to be of Nons,is the Perſonal Property of the Fa- 
© ther, —and that his perſonal Property cannot be affirmed of 
* the Sen, -—and. the ſame holds true of theHolyGholt.;zt adds: 
The Profeffor took Notice, TT hat the Father's being of None, is 
* the ſame that manyAuthors underſtand by beingSeli=exiſtent, 
* taken in the negative Meaning.” From which it appears that 
the Profeſſor, without giving them any Caution again the Miſ- 
take, would have the Students take Notice, that Self-exiſtence 
may be taken for the perſonal Property of the Father, and 


bytery refer to that Part of the Letter above- cited, which ſays, _ 
© It never came in his Thoughts ts mention Chriſt's being eus 
* neceſſarium As little did I mention the Word Judependent, .- 
for this ſame Reaſon, end afterwards : And it the Words i-. 


they cannot le 
< applied to the Son. r 
This Dactrine ſeems not agreeable to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. 
Bleſſedneſs in 2 himſelf, and j alone in and unto himſelf "2M 
c -v 


All-jufficzent. Conſequently that the Son, conſide red as he is 
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God, muſt be Self-exiftent and e; having all Life in 
and of himſelf, and being alone in and unto himſelf Fil ſufficient; 
and the ſame holds true of the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt. The 
Presbytery alſo refer to the Scriptures cited for proving the 
ſaid Article or Queſtion. JC 
Queſt. IV. . 1s this Iitle, the Meſt High God, in the 
higheſt Senſe uſed in Scripture, due to Chriſt as he is G; 
Ihe Letter gives Occaſion for this, when it tells us, It is 
probable the Profeſſor might have ſaid, The Title ſummug 
Deus is to be taken cum grang 1 5 when applied to the Son, 
and afterwards ſuppoſes it may be taken in ſuch a Senſe as to in- 
.clude the Father's perſonal Property, and in this Senſe could not 
ͤõCãĩV—j·§u —T 
The Presbytery refer to Confeſſion, Chap. VIII. Sef. 2. The 
Son being very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, and equal 
with the Father. And Larger Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſt. IX. 
There be Three Perſcns in the Gcdhead, the Father, the Son; 
and the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe Three areOne True Etrrnal God, the 


Same; in-Subſtance, equal in Power and Gl 


or , *. 3 ; 
oe If the Father be the Meft High Ged, in htc with the 


Von as he is God, it is not eaſy to ſeo how the Father and*Son 
are equal —A - acts: | TT N es 


The Presbytery alſo refer to the Scriptures cited for proving | 


the above Propoſitions. | 


Queſt. V. Whether js it agreeable to Scripture, and the Cn. 


Feſſion of Faith, to aſcribe to the Father that Title, the only true 
God, in ſuch a Senſe as it cannot be affirmed of the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt. N RAT : 


Tue Letter gives Ground for this, when it bears towards the 


Cloſe, < As tor that Text, John xvii. 3. when that Phraſe, 
<< the only true God, is taken in a Senſe that includes the Fa- 
<< ther's perſonal Property, it cannot in that Senſe be applied te 
„ %% 
The Presbytery refer as above, to Confelſion, Chap. VIII. 
Seite. 24, and Larger Catechiſm, Anſw. to Queſt. IX. and to 
the Scriptures cited for,proving theſe Articles. 
Queſt. VI. This 4 Deſire from the Presbytery, to know why 


, * 


the. Profeſſor,” in teaching the Doctrine of the Trinity, has not 


anentroned the Terms Indeperdent, Dependent, and Subordinate, 
ſeeing Adverſaries of the Truth 1.85 the Dependence of the Son 
Jar Subot dination, as to his Divinity, to the Father; an, 
there ſeemeth to be as much Need as ever to caution Students a- 
gainſt this Subordination and Dependence ? n 
The Better gives Occaſion for this, when it ſays, „The Pro- 
c feſfor did not, in teaching, mention the Word [adependens ; 
ce anch chat it was upon a Student's propoſing anObjection, where- 


' johe mvntioned the :Words Dependent and Independent,chat 


; 
* 
* 
* 
— 


/ 


te the Profeſſor - ſpoke of the Wards Dependent and. Independent, 
cc Co-ordinate and Subordinate. wire it e en 
The Presbytery want to know, why the Profeſſor. did not at leaſt 
take ſo much Notice of theſe Terms, as to guard the Students a- 
gainſt that Dependence of the Son, and Subardination, a to his 
Divinity, to the Father, which is pleaded for by the known Ad. 
verſaries of the Truth, and is contrary to what our Confeſſion af- 
firms of him, who's True God, Chap. II. Sect. 2d. and alſo 
to what it aſſerts of the Equality of the Son with the Father, 
Chap. II. Sect. 3 — III. Set. 2d. Larger Catechiſm, 
Anſwer to Queſt. IX. and alſo to the Scriptures cited under theſe 
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eANSWERS by Mr. Jonx S1nsoN, Profeſ- 
ſor of Divinity. in the Univerſity of Glalgaw, 
to the R. Presbytery of Glaſgow's Paper, in- 
tituled, References anent Profeſſor Simſan's 
RR 
TRE committe for preferying- Purity ; of Do@rine, P 
| pointed by the laſt - General Aſſembly of this Church, 
having, in their Meeting at Edinburgh,” the Ninth of November 
laſt, “ Adviſed the Presbytery of Glaſgow to point out the 
« Paſſages in the Profeſſors Letter, (to wit, of my Letter to 
* the ſaid Presbytery of the Second of March laſt) on which _ 
* theſe Queſtions (Which the ſaid Presbytery had propoſed) - 
to him are founded, and to take 2 Notice of the 
« Paſſages of the Word of God, and Confeſſion of Faith, and 
* Larger and Shorter Catechiſms of this Church, founded 


» 


© thereupon, to which they judge theſe are contrary-””. And the 


{aid Presbytery, in their Meeting the Twenty Third of the 
f4id Month having declared, That they were willing to 
comply with the Advice of the ſaid Committee, they drew up 
a Weber intituled, References anent Profeſſor Simſon's Affair, 


which having been ſent me by their Clerk, I found they ſeem'd 
to blame and object againſt ſome Paſſages of my aid Letter, 
tho? they do not ſay directly, that any Propoſition. in it is con- 


trary to the Word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith or Catechiſms 
af this Church; and I being heartily willing to give my Re- 
verend Brethren all juſt and reaſonable Satisfaction, according 
to the Rules of the ' Goſpel, the Conſtitution of this Chureh, 
and Lays of the Nation, as to what ſeems to them Faulty in 
my Letter, do according to my Promiſe give the a 
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Anſwers, in which I follow the N. of the Paſſages of 
Letter, the Parts whereof are not numbered, and compare wit 
them the —— $4: gamcy contained under their ſeve. 
| — ueſtions, which being numbered in their Paper, ate eaſihyjf 
found out. : | 
I be firſt Paſſage in my Letter obje&ed againſt hy the Pref. 
bytery is, what I ſay of the perſonal Properties of the Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, which they ſay gives Occaſion for thei: 
That I may ſet both their Objection and my Anſwer in a due 
Light, I ſhall ſet down the whole Paſſage referred to as follows, 
„ In the next Place I proved, there is and can be but One 
„ God, both according to the Light of Nature and Revela- 
ee tion; but; yet (according to what is well taught in the 3d 
« Se. of the ſaid 2d Chep. of our Confeſſion) that in the Unity of 
© the Godhead, there be Three Perſons of One Subſtance, 
© Power and Eternity, God the Father, Jo. who, are di- 
vc ſting uiſned by their perſonal Properties therein-#nentioned, 
<< the Nature and Incommunicablenels of which do equally prove 
ec the real DiſtinRion of the Perſons and the Oneneſs of their 
6 Gadhead; for the Father is of none, neither Begotten nor 
“ Proceeding, and begets the Son: The Son is Eternally Be- 
<« gotten of the Father, the Holy Ghoſt Eternally Proceeding 
cc from the Father and the Son, and the Property of each Per- 
5c ſon is Incommunicable- to either of the other two; as is on- 
<« ed by all ſound Divines, e. g. The perſona} Property of the 
< Father cannot be truly affirmed of the Son, by whatever | 
<* Expreſſions or Words it be done; for it would be the ſame 
ce as to ſay, The Son is of none, he is not W of the 
<< Father, but hegets the Father, which manifeſtly contradicts 
4c the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, and of the Holy Scrip- 
“6 tures, and what our Divines commonly teach according to 
c them. The ſame holds true of the perſonal Properties of the 
c Son and Holy Ghoſt. I alſo by the Way took Notice, That 
cc the Father's being, of None, is the ſame that many Authors 
ce underftand of being Self-exiſtent; taken not abſurdly in the 
& poſitive Senſe, but in the negative; meaning that he has 
“ his Being and Godhead of None.” did 
I do not think the Presbytery blame my ſaying, © That to 
ce be of None is the perſonal Property of the Father, and that 
sc his perſonal Property cannot. be affirmed of the Son; and the 
e ſame holds true of the Holy Ghoſt,” tho' they cite theſe 
Words; but what they find Fault with is, „That the Pro- 
ct feſſor took Notice, that the Father's being of None, is the 
„e ſame that many Authors underitand by: bein Self-exiſtent, 
ce taken in the negative Meaning. From which (they ſay) it 
ce appears that the Profeſſor, without giving them any Caution 
cc againſt the Miſtake, would have the Students take Notice, 
that Self- exiſtence may bs taken for the perſonal in 
| | cc perty 


33 5 a. 8 e ee ©» . 


at. an ad KD 


a ant a 


which plainly relate a Fact not controverte 


Fact; for being of None is the perſonal Property, or the diſtin- 


= LS, - 
de perty of the Father, and e A that the Divine Na- 


cc ture in the Son and Holy Ghoſt is not Self exiſtent. 
To which I anſwer, I do not ſay, That Self-exiſtence may be 
taken, which uſually ſignifies, may be rightly taken; but my 


| Words, that need no Comment; are, The Father's being of None, 
elf-exiſtent; 


is the ſame that many Authors underſtand Fd being Self- 

by e Presbytery; 
and if it were, aan be eaſily proved. Now the Students need- 
ed no further Caution in this Caſe, hut to warn them of this 


guiſbing Character of the Father, as our Confeſſion teaches, and 


no Doubt the 8 owns; which accordingly I had 
0 


taught the Students re | made this Remark, as my Letter 
alſo relates. After which the Students had only ts take Notice, 


whether the Authors they read took Self-exiſtence to ſignify Be- 
ing of None, and in that Senſe afhrmed it of the Father ny, or 
Tr 


called it his perſonal Property. If ſo, they taught the uth, 

albeit they might expreſs it by an unfit or ambiguous Word ; 

for in this Caſe the Word Self-exiſtent has the fame * as 
f None 


the Words Being of None; and if theſe Words, Being 


de put in the Presbytery's Reaſoning, inſtead of the Word Self- 


_ exiſtent, when ſignifying the ſame as they do, what they ſay 


will run thus: © The Profeſſor, without giving them any 


Caution againſt the Miſtake, would have the Students take 
ec Notice, That being of None may be taken for (or rather is) 


« the per ſonal Property of the Father.” And their next Con- 
cluſion, according to the Terms contained in their Premiſſes 


| 5 be; and cenſequently, the Sen and Holy Ghoſt are net of 
Whence I perſuade my ſelf, that the Presbytery upon Re- 


flection, will find nothing faulty in this Paſſage of my Letter, 


which contains the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeſſion, Chap. II. 
Sect. 3. Tho' they may be diſpleaſed with the Authors wha 
take the Word Self-exiſtent in its negative Meaning, to fignifie 
Being of None; and I ſhould take it as a Piece of uſeful Cau- 
tion, or Inſtruction, both to me and the Students. if the Press- 
bytery would declare the true Meaning of that Engliſh Term 
of Art, when it is to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son er 
Holy Ghoft. | Cs +; =: 


The Presbytery here add, This Doarine ſeems not agree- 


able to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. Sect. 2. which affirms, God bath 


ell Life, Glory, Goodneſs, Bleſſedneſs in and of bimſelf, and 


zs alone in and unto himſelf All-ſafficient. 


Now I having ſhewed that this Paſſage of my Letter af- 


firms the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeſſion, Cap. II. Seck. 3. 
I hope the Presbytery will not any more ſay, this Doctrine 
ſeems not agreeable to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. 


| | SeR..2. being 
perſuaded, they, neither do think, nor will ſay, thar the Do- 
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crrine in Sec. 2. of that Cap. ſeems not agreeable to the Dog: - 
_ &rine taught in the third Sec. thereof; and the ſame is to be 
ſaid concerning the Scriptures cited for proving the Doctrine 
of theſe two Sections. 5 i e 0 
* © The Presbytery and I being, as I hope, thus agreed in 
maintaining the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeſſion, I have no 
Oceafion to conſider theit following Reaſoning and Conſe. 
quences drawn from it, whether good or bad, ſeeing they can 
infer nothing againſt this Paſſage of my Letter, more than a- 
gainſt the Doctrine of our Conteſſion,' Cap. II. Ser. 3. and 
cobſequently they have no better Reaſon to as their third Que: 
ſtion of Me, than of that Venerable Aſſembly of Divines, Who 
compiled our Confeſſion, were they now alive, and within 
their Juriſdiction; 'or of any other Member of this Church, 
that has ſigned our Confeſſion, and adheres to it, as I do. 
What the Presbytery ſay here with reſpect to Chriſt's Jude 
pendency, mall be conſidered afterwards in its proper Place. * 
The ſecond Paſſage of my Letter found Fault with by the 
Presbytery, which they ſay gives Occaſion to their fourth 
Queſtion, is my Anſwer to the firſt Report, which is this, 1 
ec ſhall begin with that,CÞr:/tus non eft ſummus Deus, and when 
ce J had read in Pictet, Chriſtus eſt ſummus Deus, I] Taid it 
© was to be underſtood cm grano ſalis, tho' 1 do not re- 
« member that i then uſed this Expreſſion, yet I think it is 
“ probable I might, becauſe I often uſe it on the like Occa- 
c fion, namely, When a Term is not to be taken in the great- 
ce eſt Latitude, wherein it is uſed in ſome Authors. Yet, I 
« remember I ſaid, if the Words, ſummaas Deus, were taken 
ce in {auch a Latitude, as to include the Father's perſonal Pro- 
cc derty, as they ere by Joe Authors, they coul not in that 
cc Senſe be truly affirmed of the Son; but if meant of Chriſt's. 
cc being Creator and Sovereign Governor of the World, or of 
ec the Eſſential Perfections that are common to the Father 


© and the Son; Then they would truly agree to him; and told ig 
ce them, that Pictet maniteſtly took them in this Senſe, accord- Fad 
* ing to which all his Arguments were concluſive.” -_ © d 
The Presbytery miſtake the Meaning of the firft Part of my it 
Anſwer to this Report, and give it a quite other Meaning; elu 
than I had at Writing it, or yet have of it, and which I in t 
think my Words will not bear. They expreſs it in Words of Con 
their own, thus, The Letter tells us, tis probable the Pro- Sen 
ce feſſor might have ſaid, the Title ſummus Deus is to be Ih. 
cc taken cum grano ſalis, when applied to the Son... In 4 
| Whereas I only ſay, © *Tis probable I might Then, (or on VI 
ce that Occaſion) have uſed the Expreſſion cum grano ſalis, be- or 
« cauſe I often uſe it on the like Occaſion.” So what I own. | red 
tis probable I might have ſaid, amounts to this, The Words Wa! 


ſummus Deus, when applied to the Perſons of the Bleſſed _ , ou. 
| 1 | a, 


| 25 ) 
Dog: nity, are to be taken cum grano jalis ; that is, Authors do no 
be always uſe them preciſely in the ſame Senſe or Laticude of 
ine Meaning, ſome taking them to include only the Eſſential Pers 
: fections of the Divine Nature, that are common to all the Per- 
in ſons of the Godhead, which is their uſual Meaning in our Sy- 
no ſtems, wherein alſo Pictet here takes them; but they are ſome- 
iſe times taken in a larger Senſe by ſome Authors, ſo as not only to 
can include the Eſſential Perfections, but likewiſe the Father 's per- 
a- [onal Property; but I do not ſuppoſe theſe Words may be 
md [rightly taken in this Senſe, as the Presbytery's Words may be 
We- underſtood : Then I add, When the Words ſummuf Deus 
ho ce are taken in this Senſe, they cannot be truly afirmed of the 
hin « Son, which is all one with this, it cannot be truly affirmed 
ch; of the Son, That he is of none, neither begotten nor proceeds 
do. ing, and begets the Father, tho' it be expreſſed in other Words; 
des therefore, altho' the Presbytery may be diſpleaſed with the 


:. LS 
. — — . — 8 ng r 
2 RR 5 bg * 3 


RS A 9 c — 7 — 
e n ws 1 OED * 4 x: 
lA. wt If 2 — FE . 3 E > 
eo pn * _ 22 — n — 3 A, oy = 2 Me _ —— — 2 


"as A — * x hy — ** 
. e eee — —- 
r ce er er CER BL. © ons So 8 


n r > nnd ls» of 


150 Authors, who take the Words ſummus Deus in this Senſe, yet 
he they have no: Reaſon to be diſpleaſed with me, for telling the | 
th Students, that ſome Authors took them ſo ; and that in that 3 
ox Senſe they eould not be truly affirmed of the Son: Which Cau- b 
en tion is the more needful to the Students, becauſe theſe Words 
it are taken in a Senſe, peculiar to the Father, not only by the 


re- Adverſaries of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, but likewiſe 
is by ſome of the moſtrzealous and able 3 of it, both 
a- ancient and modern; the laſt of whom call the Father ſummus 
at- Deus, by Way of Eminence, on Account of bis being ef none, 
„I Fand the Fountain of the Deity, eſpecially when they are anſwer- 
en ing ſome Objections of Adverſaries, notwithſtanding of Whien 


ro- they were as far as any in the Presbytery frem thinking or 
at teaching, that the Father was a different God from the Sen, ar =_ 
's that the Father was à higher, and the Son a lower God; but 
of on the contrary, they maintained, ' that the Sox was. one God 


er with the Father; which I ſhould have proved from their Writ - 
Id ings, had the Presbytery called in Queſtion the Truth of the 


het Now having removed the Presbytery's Miſtake, and made 
1 it appear, that the Words ſummas Deus, when taken to in- 


g elude in their Meaning the Father's perſonal Property, cannot 
1 in that Senſe be truly aſſirmed of the Son, without a manifeſt 
of Contradition to the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, Chap. II. 
o- Se. 2d. and to the Scriptures cited for. proving: that Article. 
be I hope the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, that there is nothing 


| in that Paſſage of my Letter contrary. to our Confeſſon, 791 
on VIII. Sec. ad. and Larger Catechiſm, 2 to Queſtion gth, 
e- or to the Seriptures cited for proving theſe Articles here refer» 
n red to by the Presbytery (and will come to be conſidered aſter- 
1s wards) which *tis plain it cannot be, unleſs the Doctrine of 


& our Con Chap. II. Set. 3d. be contrary to them, in Which 
feſſien, N. W * Sn q 15 6 


„ 55 ( 4 
5 = 
Doctrine, I hope the Presbytery and I are agreed: And thereyMWC ic 
fore, I have no Occaſion to conſider their following Realönings rily 
ſeeing they conclude nothing againſt this Paſſage of my Letter, Hof 
when rightly underſtood, and which gives no Occaſion for aid 
their Fourth Queſtion, | AER $4590 
The Third Paſſage of my Letter, againſt which the Presby- 
tery object, is my Anſwer to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens 
neceſſarium- The whole Paſlage is as follows, „ As to that 
< Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, there being no] 
« Mention thereof either in the Holy Scriptures, or in our 
46 Confeſhon of Faith, or in the Syſtem I teach, it never came 
£ in my Thoughts to mention it, either in Teaching or Preach- 
<< ing; as little did I mention in teaching the Word Indepen- 
« dens for the ſame Reaſon ; but upon a Student's propounding 
<< an Objection, wherein he mentioned the Words Dependent 
cc and Independent, I anſwered, That the Words Dependent 
<< and Independent, Co-ordinate and Subordinate were never in 
ce 'Seripture' or our Confeſſion of Faith, applied to the perſonal 
cc Properties and Relations of the Divine Perſons, nor could 
xc we Fafely and pertinently apply them ſo, becauſe. they are 
ce ordinarily uſed with Reſpect to Creatures, in a Senſe not 
c applicable to the Perſons of the Glorious Godhead ; yet all 
ce "are agreed, That if the Words Independent and Neceſſarily-ex- 
ec iſtent be taken in a Senſe that includes the Perſonal Property 
cc of the Father, they cannot be applied to the Son; but if ſaid 
ce of him in any Senſe, conſiſtent with the perſonal Proper- 
ce ties of the Father and the Son, they will no doubt Aer to 
<c him⸗ „ i ‚ο‚ uff. K PCI Gr Þ #4 
i - - "he Presbytery's Firſt Obje&ion againſt this Paſſage, - is on 
1 "their Firſt Queſtion, where they ſay, The Second Part of. the 
i TLTetter ſuppoſes, that there is no Mention in Scripture, or our 
. "Confeſſion," of Chriſt his wor Ens neceſſarium, nor yet oft 
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i | dent, which ſeems to ſay, That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the 
| Son i God, and his Indeperidency are no Part. of the Profeſſor's 
ii "This Obje&ion I think ariſes from a Miſtake of my Mean 
10 ing, as if T had {aid\, That Chriſt's being Neceſſarily-exiſtent ot 
1 Iu dependent were neither expreſly taught in Scripture, nor our 
Conteſſion, nor could by juſt Canſequence be deduced therefrom; 
whereas I'am there ſpeaking of Words mentioned, or expreſſj 
| * uſed in Seripture, or our Confeſſion, ' of Which I hope the 
Presbytery will be ſatisfiec by obſerving; that *thro*:that whole 
if Paſſage I am ſpeaking of Words that are mentioned? or: expreſ- 


{i ' fed in Seriptare, or our Confeſſion, or in tlie Syſtem. I teach cn 
1 "the Subject of the Trinity, vn. Pictet's Latin Compenit. Non 
| 1 to mention Words plainly ſignifies to uſe or expreſs "them? as in} 

"1k that Part of this Taffage; But upon a' Student's ipropounding an 
( ' Objet;on, wherein he mention 3 Words, &c.. And * = 2 
WH. . RT” 3 ol > 


| there, 


onings 


Letter, 
lion fer; 
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Presby- 
eſt ens 
to that 
eing no 
in our 
r. came 
Preach- 


2depen- tioning the Son's Independency, wit nout Reſtriction, might lead 
undingW an unwary Reader or Hearer to think, that it ſeemed” Chris 
pendent Independency on the Creatures was no Part of my Faith, which | 
pendent I am perſuaded they do not intend, ME ben 
er nl Now had the Revrrond Presbytery ta DEG 
erſonall 1 have now ſhewed to be the neceſſary Meaning of my Words, 
could am confident they would not have alledged, that th's' ſeems 
cy are to ſay, That the Nes 

& note Independency are no | 
yet all the fame Reaſon it will equally ſeem, that the Neceſſary-exi- 
ty-ex-M tence of the Son of God and his InAependency, are no Part of 
operty Bi the Faith of the Prophets and Apoltles, nor of the Aſſembly ok 
11 ſaid Divines, who compoſed our Confeſſion of Faith, nor of the 
oper Church of Scotland, ,who received it as the Confeſſion of her 
Rec to Faith; it being certain, that theſe Expreſſions or Propoſitions 
„ are not mentioned, either in the Holy Scriptures,' or our Con- 
- 15 on feſſion of Faith, the Truth whereof is confirmed by the Presby- 
of - tery's not prod 

or our 


depen- 
of th 
f Her“ 


th 


Mean- 
ent or 
Ir our 


I dependency on the 


Cloſe of the Paſſage, I the Wit, Independent 


and. Necgſſa- 5 


rily-exiſtent Be taken in a Senſe, &c- So the neceſſary Meaning 
of what i ſay amounts to this; it is not mentioned or cheer * 
ſaid in Scripture, or our Confeſſion of Faith, or in the Syſtem 


teach, That Chriſt is a Neceſſary Being, or Neceſſarily-exiſtent 


or Independent of his Father, or Chriſtus eſt ens neceſſarium,' 


© :ndependens a Patre, which muſt be the Meaning of this 
Word Independent in this Place; for I ſuppoſe the Presbytery 


ken Notice of what 


| eſſary exiſtence of the Son of God and, his 
art of the Profeſlor's Faith, becauſe for 


make no ObjeRion againſt my Letter concerning the Son's Inu. 
e which it owns were all created 

by him and for bim, and therefore do all depend on him as 

their Creator and Sovereign Lord. Yet the Presbytery's'men-" 


ucing them. Inſtead of which, they refer to 


Confeſſion, Cap. II. Sd. 1. and 3. and Ta. ger Catechiſm, A. 
ſwer to Queſt. 9. and to the Seriptures cited for proving theſe 
Articles; in none of which theſe Wards or. "Pyapoſitions are 
mentioned or expreſſed, but other Words from Wähieh the Pres- 
bytery do by Reaſoning infer their Concluſion. Now my 


referred to by the Presbytery, which Wil 


Te:etter. 3 
© The Scripture Character of 


«© the true God, whereby he is 


«© Gods whatſoever. (is) by be- 


„ ing theCreator of theWorld,--- 
The abſolute Lord, —And the. 
< Supreme Governour.— The 
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one Hab. 


he Three 
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Shaft, and theſe Three are one 


. Apoſtle ohn having ſaid, That 


true Eternal God, the ſame © the Word or Son was God, 


in Subſtance, equal in Power „ proves the Truth of it by the 
and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed “ fame Argument uſed by Mp. 
by their perſonal Properties. ec ſes, to prove that the” God 


< namely, That all Things were made by him. And I proved 


cc that there is and can be but one God, both according to the 


6 Light of Nature and Revelation; but yet (according to 
& what is well taught in the 3d Seck. of the ſaid 24 Cap. of 
© our Confeſſion) that in the Unity of the Godhead, there be 
< Three Perſons of one Sulſtance, Power and Eternity, God 


cc the Father, Cc. who are diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Pro- 


* yertzes therein mentioned, the Nature and Incommunicable- 


ct neſs af which do equally prove the real Diſtin&ion of the 


ee Perſons and the Qneneſy of their Godhead.— That the Son 
< and Holy Ghoſt, tho diſtin& Perſons from the Father, and 
< each of them God, yet they could not be different Gods 


ce from him. And this Doctrine being diſcovered to us in 


cc the Holy Scriptures alone, and well fummed up in the 3d 
ce Felt. of the ſaid 2d Cap. of our Confeſſion, and in Dazger 


. Catechiſm, Queſt. 9, 10, 11. 1 took all poſſible Care to _ 


ce claſe by the Expreſſions uſed in Seripture and our Confel- 
© ſion, being ſenſible of the Danger of effaying to be wiſe a- 
& boye what is written, in teaching a Doctrine ſo far above 
* our Comprehenſion, and which we can know nothing of by 


de the Light of Nature 


By which 1 hope the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, that my 
Letter contains all theſe Truths, that are taught in the Places 
of our Confeſſion and Catechiſm referred to; and the Scriptures 
cited for proving theſe Articles prove the ſame Truths mentio- 


ned in my Letter : And therefore they might as juſtly have in- 


ferred their Concluſion from theſe Paſſages in my Letter, as from 
theſe of our Confeſſion and Catechiſm referred to. Seeing then 
the Presbytery and I are agreed about the Truths mentioned 
in the Word of God and our Confeſſion, from which they make 
their Inferences, I am not concerned to examine, whether their 
Inferences be right or wrong, becaufe they can conclude nothing 
againſt me, more than againſt the Truths mentioned in Scrip- 


— Confeſſion and Catechiſms referred to; and on the other 


d, they have no Reaſon to ask of me their firſt Queſtion, 
more than of the Aſſembly of Divines, who framed our Con- 
feſhon, were they now alive, or any other Miniſter of this 


Church. 


Objedk. 2. A ſecond Obje&ion againſt the ſame Paſſage of my 
Letter, which the Presbytery giye as the Occafion of their ſe- 
£9nd Queſtiop, js only a Repetition of the former, wich 18107 

{4 n — Altion, 


* 


« of Iſrael was the true God, 


dition, That the Profeſſor never mentioned Chriſt's being ans 
neceſſarium, either in Teaching or Preaching. | * 
In Anſwer to which, I need only refer to my Anſwer to their 
former Obje&ion, and apply their Miſtake of my Meaning to 
theſe other Words of mine, which they now eite, namely, 


„ That I never mentioned (or expreſſed) either in teaching or 


« preaching theſe Words, Chriſtus eſt ens neceſſarium, or, Chriſt 
« j, @ neceſſary Being; which is true I never did, becauſe I 
do not read them, either in the . Seriptures or our Confeſ- 
fron of Faith, according to that Paſſage of my Letter juſt now 
cited. I took all poſſible Care to keep eloſs by. the Expreſſi- 
« ons uſed in Scripture and our Confeſſion; and the Paſſages 
of our Confeſſion, referred to by the Presbytery, do not men- 
tion theſe Words, but others, from whence. they infer their 
Concluſion ; yet theſe Words of Scripture, our Confeſſion, and 
the Truths taught by them, I have always owned, and do 
yearly mention them in' teaching, as J have often in preaching, | 
and they are plainly contained or owned in my Letter, as ap- 


| pears by the Paſſages of it and our Confeſſion, Cc. collated. in 


my Anfiyer to the former Obje&ion, to which I ſhall add theſe 
Paſlages referred to by the Presbytery on this Queſtion, and 
the parallel Places of my Letter. + 885 


Ex 97” * i: K I 

© The Son is very | The former Citations declare the n 
ce and eternal God, the to be true God, which ſignifies the ſame 
ce true God is infinite as very God. To which 1 add, The Sun 
“ in Being, and Per- hath Life in bimſelf, as well as the 


. Confeſſion. * 


cc feftion———immu-. Fatber, namely, he 2s Infinite, Eternal, 
« table, and Unchangeable in hisWiſdom,Power, 


© Holineſs, Juſtice, Goodneſs, &c. 


J From this and the forecited Paſſages of my Letter, the 


Presbytery may as juſtly infer their Concluſion, as from thoſe 
of the Confeſſion they refer to; but they have not obſeryed, 
That in the End of the ſame Paſſage of my Letter objected a- 
gainſt, I ſay further, If the Words Independent and Neceſſarily- 
existent be taken in any Senſe conſiſtent with the perſonal Pro- 
erties of the Father and the Sow, they will no doubt agree to 
bim, to wit, the Fon. "wot; en ons, 3a: 2 . 
And if I adhere to the Doctrine of Seripture and our Confeſ- 
ſion, Cap. II. Set. 3d. I muſt maintain that theſe Terms, when 


taken in a Senſe inconſiſtent with the perſonal Properties of the 


Father and the Son, cannot be applied to the Son; and I ſhall 

not ſuſpect, that the Presbytery will ſay, That the Son is Ne- 

ceſſarily-exiftent and Independent, in a Senſe inconſiſtent with the 

perſonal Properties of the Father and of the Son; or that they ; 

will fiery That che on r of Nene, neither begotten nor pro 
| h DET, | | Cera 1 85 
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uſed by any other Miniſter in preaching. 


* 


5 


pag, and beret; "the Father, in what Words ſoever this 


aning may be wrapt up, unleſs they declare it plainly,which 
J hope they will never do: Until then I ſhall believe, that they 
and Lare agreed, that the Son is Necefſar:y-exiſtent and Inde- 


pentlent, in a Senſe conſiſtent with the Father's being of None, 


neither begotten nor proceeding, and with the Son's being eter- 


_ nally begotten of the Father. I am alſo humbly of 4 — That 


I may teach and preach the whole Council of revealed, in 


his Word, concerning this ſublime and important Subject, in 


the Words of Scripture and of our Confeſſion of Faith, which 


are doubtleſs the ſafeſt and fitteſt, without uſing theſe ambigu ; 


ous Terms of Art, which are apter to engender Strife, than to 
inereaſe our Knowledge and Love of God, and of one another; 
for which, and other Reaſons, I never uſed them my ſelf in 
preaching, nor, to my Remembrance, did I ever hear them 
From all which it is manifeſt, That by removing the Presby- 
tery's Miſtake af my Meaning, and collating the Paſſages of m 
Letter, with theſe of our Confeſſton referred ta, there is an _—_ 
Agreement betwixt the Confeſſion and the Letter, and conſe- 


- quently no Occaſion given to ask of me their ſecond Queſtion, 


more than of the Compilers of eur Confeſhon, were they alive, 
and fitting at Glaſgow. 0 | 

A 3d Object. the Presbytery make againſt the ſame Paſſage 
of my Letter, is upon their 6th 85 Where they blame me 
for not mentioning in teaching The Word Independent, and 
e that it was upon a Student's propaſing an Objection, where- 
< in he mentioned the Words Dependent and Independent, 
ce that-I ſpake of the Words Dependent: and Independent, Co- 
<< ordinate and Subordinate; and they want to know, why-I 
cc did not at leaſt take ſo much Notice of theſe Terms, as to 
© guard the Students againſt that Dependence of the Son, and 


<<! his Subordination, as to his Divinity, to the Father, which 
< is pleaded for by the known Ad verſaries of the Truetn. 


To which I anſwer, 1/#.: That Igave the Students as ſufli ei- 
ent Caution againſt theſe Errors as our Confeſſion of Faith and 


Catechiſms do, by teaching and confirming the Truth of the 


Doctrine contained in all theſe Paſſages referred to by the 
Presbytery, as my Letter alſo narrates; yea I as full y guarded 


the Students againſt theſe Errors, as Profeſfor. Pictet does, who 


mentions not theſe Terms in teaching the Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, nor are they mentioned in the Holy Scripture, or our Con- 
feflion* of Faitk or Cate chim.. | 

2dly, Tis plain by: comparing the ſeveral Branches of the 
Doctrine of the Holy 


' ave the Students ſufficient Caution againſt the Dependence and 
Su berdination pleaded for by the Adyerſaries of the Truth; but 
be ing ſenſible, I may omit ſeyeral Things neceſſary both we the 
. | | | ERS; tu- 


#n:ty,” mentioned in my Letter, that | 


* 0 . * 5 


* ous Oppoſers of the Arian and 


Students Caution and We I always allowed, then to 
propoſe any Difhculties that occur to them, and then endegvour- 
to ſatisfie them as fully as I can, which, in the prefent Caſe, V 
think I have done ſufhciently, by telling them, as 1 ſay in my 
Letter, That the Words Depondent and Independent, Co-ordi- 
nate and Subordinate, are never in Scripture, or our Confeſſun of 
Faith, applyed to the perſonal Properties and Relations of the Di- 

vine Perſons, nor could we ſafely and pertinently apply them ſo, be- 
cauſe t hey are ordinarly uſed with * to Creatures, in a Senſe 
R applicable to tbe Perſons of the Glorious Godhead, By which 
the Students might eaſily perceive,” when any Author ſays, 
'the”Son is Dependent. upon, or Subordinate to the Father, that 

he does not uſe Scriptural, or ſuteable, or ſafe Terms: And 
even when they obſerve ſuch an Author means no more by theſe 
'Words, than that the Son is eternally begotten of the Father; 
vd by taking theſe Words in this limited Senſe, he teaches the 
Truth; yet he expreſſes it in — ambiguous and unſafe Words, 
that are apt to be miſtaken 3 and when the Students find Au- 
thors taking theſe Words in a larger Senſe, that is inconſiſtent 
with the eſſential Perfe&ions and true Divinity of the only be- 
gotten Son of God, they may eaſily diſcern, that they teach 
Error. By all which I hope the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, 

that I gave the Students ſufficient Caution againſt theſe Errors- 


Ath Paſſege, The laſt Paſſage of my Letter, wherewith the 


Presbytery ſeem to find Fault, and give as the Occaſion of 
their 5th Queſt. is this. As to the Vext Jobn xvii. 3. where 

% our.” Lord,” praying to his Father, calls him the only Trac 
Gd. When tkat Phraſe only True God is taken in a Senſe 


cc t Hat. includes the 'Father's erſonal Property, it cannot in that 
2 « A : 


ee SEnſe*be No ng to the Son, but only to the Father in 


cc vhich Senſe it was taken by many of the Aneients, ſuch a 
© Athanaſius and others, who were the moſt zealons Oppoſers, 


ec. both of the Arian and Sabellian Hereſies, as it is *alfo oy 
„ Biſhop :Pearſon in the forecited Place, and by Biſhop Bal 


© inſeveral Places of his Defenſio dei Nicehæ, and by other 
r tax HET }OTT 79 T2 


« approved Diyines.” ' | HY . 
Now this Paſlage plainly v N theſe two Things; the 


One, << That Athanaſius and others ho! were the moſt zeal- 

| Dean Hereſies, as like- 
ce wiſe* Biſhops Pearſen and Bull, and other approved Di- 
c vineg toòk theſe Words in a Senſe that include che Father's 
* per fo lr Property,“ which they did, in calling? the Father, 
by Woite Eminence, The only True: God, or tſis One or only 
God, batauſe he only is of None, ther Begotten bor Pro- 


ckeding] and is the Fountain of the Beity; that sis, he begets 
the So and from him pròceèeds the Holy Gb: Mich Senſe 
of the Was theſe; Authots were: ſo ir fromot 
kluge the üb ffend bt 


gf | omhiBking, did ex- 
Nrae God, ar ſõms of them uſed it 
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| but do very well agree with the Doctrine of our Confeſſion, Cap. 


II. Seck. 3. and the Seriptures cited for proving it; wherefore 


MN iſtakes of my Meaning, on which their Obje&ions were 


no Juſt Ground of Difference from the Paſſages of my Letter, 


32 


a an Argument 60 prove he was True God; according to 


which Opinion the Father is called in the Nicen and other Ca- fta 


tholick Creeds, The one God Almighty, and the Son God of God, be: 


and True God of True God; yet not a different God from the get 
Father, but the ſame True God with him, tho' a Perſon di. idn 


ſtinct from him; as is manifeſt by the incommunicable perſonal M wh 


Preperties of the Father and the Son. | tru 

he other R in that Paſſage of my Letter is, That of 
„ when that Phraſe, The only True God is taken in a Senſe that! 1 
5“ includes the Father's perſoual Property, it cannot in that nif\ 
Senſe be applied to the Son, but only to the Father.” Son 


No as the Fresbytery do not call in Queſtion the Truth of got: 
the Fact related, ſo neither do they blame my ſaying, theſe 2 
Vords cannot in that Senſe be applied to the Son, but only to cluc 
the Father; unleſs their citing them, as the Ground of their the 


zich Queſtion, be a. finding Fault with them; but I ſhall not bec: 
de {o uncharitable, as to think they blame me for this, until | he i 


they do it expreſly ; becauſe it would be in Effect to ſay, tho 3. 
in other Words, The Son is of None, neither Begetten nir Pro- Fat. 
ceeding; which maniteſtly contradicts the expreſs Doctrine of Mez 
the Holy — and of our Confeſſion, Cap. II. Set. 3. God 
which teaches, That the Son is begotten of the Father. And I Cate 
hope the Presbytery and I are agreed, that the Doctrine of Trin 
our Confeſſion, Cap. VIII. Set. 2. and Larger Catechiſm, An- 

ſwer to 2xeſt. gth, and the Scriptures 24 for proving theſe 
Articles referred to by the Presbytery, are not contrary unto, 


1 hope the Presbytery will upon Reflection be ſatisfied, that 
this Paſſage of my Letter gave no Occaſion for their 5th Queſt. 
ſeeing they neither do nor can juſtly find Fault with any 
Thing in it. . 28 N © 

Thus I have anſwered what the Presbytery ſeem'd to find 
Fault with, or object againſt in theſe Paſſages of my Letter, 
which they have pointed out to me: I have removed the 


founded, and have ſhewed, that if when theſe Paſſages are 
taken, according to the true Import of my Words, they contain 
the Doctrine that is expreſly taught in our «Confeſſion of Faith, 
Cap. Il. Sed. 3. concerning the Three Perſons of the God head, 
and their perſonal Properties, by. which they are diſtinguiſh- 
ed; which therefore muſt be incommunicable, whereof --I 
gave an Example in the perſonal Property of the Father, which 
I ſay cannot be truly affirmed of the Son, by whatever Words 
or Expreſſions it be done. In all which I Bu the Reverend 
Presbytery and I are fully agreed; after which there can remain 


mentioned in their References, they being only fo * In- 
. . ſtances 


% 


That! of them. 


that! 1. The Word Self-exiſtent is taken by many Authors, to hy 


that nify being of None, in which Senſe it cannot be truly ſaid. t 


Son is Self,exiftent, it being the ſame as to ſay, he is not be- 


h of gotten 0 the Father. | 
* 


ly to] elude in their Meaning, or ſignify being of None, and begetting 
their the Son; in which Senſe they cannot be affirmed of the Son, 
not becauſe it would be to ſay, in other Words, The Son ig of Nane, 
until] he is not begotten of the Father, but hegets the Father. 
tho 3. The Words Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Independent of the 
Pro- ¶ Father, are ambiguous Terms of Art, uſed in very different 


ne of Meanings, and are never affirmed of the Perſon of the Son of 
7. 3. God, either in the Holy Seriptures, or in our Confeſſion or 
nd TR Catechiſms, or in the Syſtem I teach on the Subject of the 
1e of Trinity: Wherefore I may ds forbear the Uſe of them, 

yet the Neceſſary-exiſtence_ 
theſe of the Son of God and his Independency be as much a Part of 


An- both in teaching and preaching 3 an 


unto, my Faith, as of the Faith of the Prophets and Apoſties, and 
Cap. Jof the Divines who fram'd our Confeſſion and Catechiſms, and 
efore Mof Profeſſor Pictet and others, who do net uſe theſe Terms 
that more than I do; nevertheleſs when theſe Words are taken in 
2ueft, Ia Senſe conſiſtent with the Father's being of None, and beget- 
ting the Son, and with the Son's being eternally begotten of. 
the Father, they will no Doubt agree to the Son, tho' they can= 


one, neither Begotten nor Proceeding. | | 
4. That Title, Only true God, hath been taken by many fa- 


were mous Chriſtian Writers, who were zealous Defenders of the 
are] Doctrine of the Trinity, to ſignify or imply the Father's being 
ntainf&f None, and his 2 the Fountain of the Deity, or the Origin 
faith, of the other Two Perſons, (as Mr. Vincent expreſſes in his Ex- 
head, plication of our Leſſer Catechiſm) in which Senſe. they applied 


zuiſü⸗-That Title to the Father by way of Eminence, yet ſo, as not ta 


of I rclude the Son and Holy Ghoſt from being True G d; where - 


chick fore this Title, taken in this Senſe, cannot be applied to the Son, 
Fords Put only to the Father; becauſe it would be to ſay, in other 
-rend Vords, The Son is of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, and 

main] is the Fountain or Origin of the Father and Holy Ghoſt. 


etter, From the Whole, I hope the Reverend Presbytery will be 
In- atisfied, that my Letter, according to the true Meaning of it, 
ances w laid before them, does plainly contain the expreſs Doctrine 
N 1 E 6: taught 


Ca. ftances of different Words or Expreſſions, by which the Fathers 
God, being of None, neither Begotten nor Proceeding, and bo- 
1 the getting the Son, either actually have been or may be meant by 
di. ſdme Authors, whether the Words be uſed right or wrong; in 
ſona} which Senſe alone I ſay theſe Words or Expreſſions . cannot be 
truly affirmed of the Son, as will appear by this ſhort. View 


e Words ſummas Deus are ſometimes taken to in- 


not be truly affirmed of him, when their Meaning is to be of 
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taught in our Conſeſſon of 3 concerning the Holy Trinity, 
with the Addition of ſome Cautions to the Students, that may 
be of Uſe to them in reading the Writings both of ancient and 
modern Authors on that important Subject, whether they be 
Friends or Adverſaries of the Truth. 8383 
To which I need only add, That my Letter, containing a full 
and an ingenuous Account of what I taught laſt Winter, con- 
cerning that incomprehenſible yet neceſſary Hoctrine, when I was 
brought very low by long and ſore Affſiction of Body; I hope 
they will be alſo ſatisfied, That the Reports ſpread abroad, of 


my having taught Error on that Subject, are groundleſs, falſe 
and injurious. . EY | „ . 


Li Heſe Anſwers to the References were given in by Profeſ: 


ſor Simſon to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, January 5th, 
1727. and they referred them to their next Meeting, January 
18. at which Time they judged, that they did not anſwer any 
of the Presbytery's Queſtions, except the 6th. And Januar 
19. they referred the further Conſideration of them to the con- 
Jun& Meeting of the Committee of the Aſſembly and Presby- 
tery, which did meet March 15. 
March 16. The Committee and Presbytery found, That theſe 
Anſwers had not removed the Suſpicion of the Profeſſor's Un- 
ſoundneſs in his Teaching upon the Head of the Trinity: And 
agreed, that the next Meeting he be called to be preſent to an- 
ſwer the Queries. And March 17. He being ſtill unable to 
wait en them, but ſending an Excuſe, which was ſuſtained, 
ce they agreed on the Articles of a Libel from the Precognition, 
« and appointed the Presbytery to proſecute the ſame, and to 
cc call Mr. Simſon before them, and to require him to give di- 
ce rect, plain and expreſs Anſwers to the Queſtions. And the 
c“ Committee adviſed the Presbytery, by the Power committed 
ce to them by the Aſſembly, to ſuſpend him, if he refuſed to 
cc anſwer, or if by his Anſwers it appear to them unſafe that he 
ce ſhould teach or preach : And if by his Refuſal to anſwer, or 
ce by giving ſuch Anſwers as are diſſatisfy ing, and that there- 
c from further Ground of a Libel ariſe, that they add to the 
<« ſaid Libel, as they ſhall ſee Cauſe. ' ' © 
The Presbytery met March 22. to which Mr. Simſon ſent the 
following Repreſentation ; and the Conſideration of it being de- 


layed till the 29th of March, it was then again given in te the 
Presbytery. ek T T9 Tera 
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REPRESENTATION to the Predy- 


Committee and Presbytery laſt Week, when they were judging 


Committee and 


C ſeeing they have thought fit to draw up a Libel againſt me 


Confeſſion of Faith or Catechiſms. By which I am led tp 


:<:35Y 21 


Ter) of Glaſgow, by | Mr. Jo HN SI Ns ON, 
Profeſſor of Divinity in the College of Glaſ- 
gow, March 29. 1727. OY 


T was a very great Diſadvantage to me, that thro? the af- 
fliting Hand of God, (whoſe holy Providence I reverence) 
| was hindered from waiting on the Meeting of the Reverend 


of my Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, againſt which 
ſeveral Ob jections were made, which I might eaſily have remo- 
ved, had I been preſent, and 2 have ſatisfied both the 
resbytery, that there was no juſt Reaſon to 
inſiſt upon the Queſtions formerly propoſed to me: Eſpecially 
from the Precognition taken by examining the Students; in 
which the Presbytery can eaſily inſert any Thing that appears 
to them erroneous, or a juſt Ground of Suſpicion from an 
Thing contained in my Letter, writ to them March laſt Year, 
or in my Anſwers to their References, which Letter and An- 
ſwers were ſincerely meant by me, to give ſuch Satisfaction to 
my Reverend Brethren, as, I hoped, would be accepted b. 
them; which 1 had the greater Reaſon to expect, becauſe, the 
my Letter has lien before them more than a Year,” they have 
not judged any Propoſition in it contrary to Scripture, -our 


think, that we are truly agreed in the Subſtance of the Doctrine, 
and only differ in the Way of accounting for it, or uſing the 
fitteſt Terms for expreſſing it. 3: r 
If this be all, I think, we ought to forgive and forbear one 
another in Love, which I humbly conceive we are the more 
called to do, from what I have obſerved in my ſmall Compaſs 
of Reading, and other Members of the — may have 
ſeen more of it; namely, That all who have eſſayed to be wiſe 
above what is written, in Teaching and Explaining the Doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity, by advancing Hypotheſes not revealed in 
the Word of God, (from which alone we learn any Thing eff 
this 1 Myſtery) and uſing Terms of human Art, valcu- 
lated for explaining the Nature of Creatures, and their Diſtin- 


Aion and Oneneſs,have thereby led themſelves and their Follows - 


ers into-manifeſt Contradi&ions, or inextricable Difficulties, 
whence haye ariſen bitter Contentions, pernicious ORG. yes 
| 1 85 dams 
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Aammable Hereſies among the Profeſlors of Chriſtianity, even 


ſuch of them as were endued with the greateſt Meaſure of A. 
cuteneſs and Learning. | LE 
A notable Inſtance 3 is contained in the Hiſtary of the 
ancient Church, concerning the Sabellian and Arian Hereſies, 
both of which aroſe from different Hypotheſes, -made Uſe of ty 
explain and anſwer the Difficulty of there being but one God, 
"and yet three Divine Perſons. The Arian chooling to depreſy 


the Son and Holy Ghoſt into the Rank of Creatures, tho” gloÞ 
rious and highly dignified above all the reſt, and ſo to be very 


improperly called God: On the other Hand, the Sabellzan; 


being convinced, from many Paſſages of Scripture, that ſuch 


Names, Attributes, Works and Womhip, as are peculiar to God 
gnly were aſcribed to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 32 made them 


only different Attril tes, Modes, Characters, or Names of the 


ſame Divine Ferſon, when the Word Perſon is taken in its er- 
dinam Meaning, as applied to intelligent Creatures. Only I 


mult notice, That for many Years after the Riſe of theſe He- 


reſies, there appears to have been no Diſpute. en them a- 
bout the Holy Ghoſt, but only about the Father and the Son. 

And I muſt freely own, that after all the Hypotheſes, anci- 
ent and modern, that | have had Occaſion to read and conſider, 


I find none of them is ſufficient to explain ſatisfyingly this in- 
- comprehenſible Myſtery, nor even to leſſen, but rather to in- 


creaſe the Difficulties that occur in our ſearching into the Mane 
ner of it; and therefore I cannet but obſerve the gracious Con- 
duct of Divine Providence, in guiding theſe who compoſed 
the Catholick Creeds in the ancient Church, and of thoſe wha 
compoſed che publick Confeſſions of Faith of the Proteſtant 
and Reformed Churches, to expreſs the hrief Sums of their 
Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, very nearly in the Words of the 
Holy Scriptures, and to abſtract from all the different Hypo- 
theſes that were made uſe of by themſelyes, or others of their 
Communion, for explaining or maintaining the ſaid Do&rine, 
This appears plainly, as in others, ſo in the old Confeſſions of 
the Church of Scotland, and in the Weſtminſter Conteſſion of 
Faith, now received by this Church, and ſubſeribed by all its 
Office-bearers as the Confeſhon of their Faith, and as our 


Rule of Uniformity in Doctrine; in which the Diſtinction of the 
Perſons by their incommunicable Properties is affirmed, and 


their Unity and Equality in the Godhead is declared, without 
mentioning any of the Hypotheſes which were as well known 
then to the Framers of our Confeſhon as they are to us now, 


and were made uſe of by ſeveral of the Members thereof in their 


particular Treatiſes, wherein they explained and defended that 

important Doctrine. And I know of no new Hereſy that has a- 

tiſen among us ſince that Time, tho ſome old ones have been 
| 2 8 reyt- 
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revived in a new Dreſs, which therefore cannot be refuted by | 


uſing of the old School Terms and Hypotheſes. . 


The obvious Reaſon. of laying aſide all theſe Hypotheles in the | 


ſaid Creeds and Confeſſions of Faith, is, that how uſeful ſoever 
they might think them for explaining that Doctrine, and re- 
moving Difficulties raiſed againſt it, yet they were not ſo elear- 
ly revealed in Scripture, as to be accounted neceſſary Articles 
of Chriſtian Belief, or Conditions of Chriſtian and Miniſterial 


Communion, it being manifeſt that tho* the Doctrine of the 


Trinity it ſelf be clearly taught in Scripture, yet the Manrer 
of it is keept altogether a Secret, until that Day when Belie- 


vers ſhall know, that Chrift is in the Father, and the Father in 


him, and when they ſhall know, even as alſo they are known. 
For theſe Reaſons, altho' in former Years I have made uſe 


of different Hypotheſes, that have been advanced by ſundry Di- 


vines, of great Eſteem among us; yet having found upon Trial, 
that none of them were ſufficient for removing Difkculties that 
might be, or were urged on all Hands by the Adverſaries ofthe 
Bleſſed Trinity, but on the contrary were ready to lead the Stu- 


dents into ſome dangerous Error or Miſtake, I have ſatisfied 


my ſelf theſe two laſt Years, with only naming to them ſome af 
the moſt celebrated Hypotheſes, both ancient and modern; that 


have been made uſe of by ſuch Authors as are eſteemed found 
in the Laith of this Article, and zealous and able Defenders af 
it; and with obſerving che Defects and alſo Danger of ſome of 


them, without recommending any of them as certain. 


In ſtead of all which I have thought it more for the'Benefir of 


the Students, and the Intereſt of Truth, to obſerve to them, 
That the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, muſt be ſo far diſtinct 


Perſons, as that the incommunicable Properties, Characters and 
Actions aſcribed to them in Holy Scripture, and from thenee 
inſerted in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, muſt truly 
agree to them: And on the other Hand, that they muſt be 
One among themſelves, as to be but one true eternal God, in Op- 
poſition to a Plurality of Gods; of one and the ſame 7 
Power and Eternity, in ſuch a Way as is conſiſtent with the ſai 


Diſtinction of their Perſons, in Oppoſition to their being bus 


one Perſon. The Nature and Meaſure of which Oneneſf and 
Diſtinction is not revealed in the Word of God, which alone 
teaches us this Doctrine; and tis probable we have not Facul- 


ties capable of apprehending it, and *tis certain we have nes 


Words fit for expreſling it; There being no Terms applicable 
thereto, but ſuch as were invented moſtly by Heathens to ex- 
preſs the Difference and Oneneſs of created Beings; - which | 
therefore ſtill leads our Minds to frame Ideas of the Diſtincti- 
on and Oneneſs of the Divine Perſons, like unto what obtains 
among Creatures, which can not 1 agree to the Perſons 

ich, I have obſeryed w all 

L — 


"«f , 
Ages, has occaſioned endleſs Dehates and Contentions about 

it. In uſing this Method 1 follow the Example of ſome famous th 

_ - Divines, whoſe Caution and Prudence is more eſteemed for th 

laying aſide all Hypotheſes in explaining this Myſtery, than = 

m 

T 


- others are for their Acuteneſs and Learning in adyancing 
them, commonly to little good Purpoſe. 


This is a ſpecial Reaſon, beſides theſe mentioned in my Let- 
ter to the Presbytery, and Anſwers to their References, of my 


not uſing ſome of the Terms mentioned in the Presbytery's he 
Queſtions, and my mentioning others of them only as Hypothe- Þ P 
N 


ſes, and propounding ſome Arguments to ſhew their Probabi- - 
lity, and how far they may be ſafely uſed, and with ſome Ad- E 
vantage in dealing with ſome Adverſaries of this important 1 
Truth, ſuch as that of ene Subſtance in Number, which being * 
abſolutely immenſe, in my Opinion, is common to all the Per- 
ſons of the Trinity, conſiſtently with the foreſaid Diſtinction; 
yet I cannot diſſemble, that when that Phraſe, One Subſtance in — 
MH Number, is uſed in the Senſe wherein it is ordinarily applied 
1 to rational Creatures, or to expreſs the Greek woyoso oy, Which 
{ was the Characteriſtick of the Sabellian Hereticks, as Athana- 
| © ſees ſays expreſly in his Expoſitzo Fidez, it will be inconſiſtent 
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| 

l with the foreſaid Diſtinction of the Perſons. | 1 

1 I am ſurprized to find that many ſtill entertain Suſpicions, as M 

th if I did not own the Son of God to be a neceſſary Being, altho? 

1 I have declared in my Letter and Anſwers, that he is one God 7 

t with the Father, and as the Father hath Life in himſelf, ſo hath 2 
i he given to the Son to have Life in himſelf, that is, be js Infs- my 


nite, Eternal and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdem, Power, 5 
Holineſs, Fuſtice, Goodneſs, and other Divine Perfections, 
manifeſted by his creating and governing the World ; which in * 
my Opinion do ſufficiently prove him to be a Neceſſary-being 
to any Perſon that has not a Mind to cavil, as it ſatisfies me 
thereof; which Argument does alſo equally prove his Eſſential- 80 
endependency, Self-exiftence, and true Godhead, whereby he is : 
oppoſed to all falſe Gods' whatſoever, as is God the Father, and G 
in that Senſe is, together with him, the Moſt High God, and * 
only true Ged. All which I doubt not the Presbytery do with | 
me underſtand of the Eſſential Perfections of the Divine Na- ft 


ture that are com:non to the Divine Perſons, but not as includ- i 
ae. meant of their perſonal Properties, as they are ſometimes 2 
” ed even by ſome of the moſt eminent Friends of the Truth 5 
ſuch as theſe, a few Paſſages of whoſe Writings, inſtead of a 1 
great many, I have added at the End. 1 BYE 
Fo which I need only add, That a chief Reafon of my ac- | 
quainting the Students, that theſe and other ſuch Terms are | 
made ule of by ſome Authors in a peculiar Senſe, expreſſing 3 
thereby the Father's being of Neue, neither begotten nor 45 


7Rg, is to guard them againſt theſe who are the Enemies of 5 2 
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as good Chriſtians, they will believe them to be Falſe and 


S ther, being begotten of him. And Page 273, © God con 


the Eternal Deity of the only 3 of God, leſt under 
the Shadow of theſe great Men's Authority, they ſhould en- 
ſnare young People, and draw them into their pernicious Er- 
rors, While they are not aware of the different Uſe that is 
_ theſe Terms by the Friends and Adverſaries of the 
Truth. | 3 Ee ET 
I hope this may fully anſwer all the Difficulties I have as yet 
heard moved by the Presbytery, and remove even the ſeemm- 
ing Grounds of Suſpicion that any Perſon of Knowledge and 
Probity may have conceived of my maintaining or teaching 
Error about the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity; and whate- 
ver Stories may be talked or whiſpered to the contrary o 
what I have written in this and in my Letter to the Pregby- 
tery, and Anſwers to their References, I crave and expect, that 


Calumnious, till they be found legally proven. 


Zanchius, Lib. Imo, De Tribus Elochim, Cap. IV. Col. 17. 
Nunc igitur reſtat ut hoc conſirme mus, & efſe tres in Cælo, 
Patrem, Filium & Spiritum Sanctum, & hos tres efſe tres res, 
ſeu ſubſtantias per ſe ſubſiſtentes, intelligentes, volentes, indi- 
viduas, eoque veras perſonas. | 8 - 


Par. 2da Lib, V. Cap. V. Col. 540. Patrem vero, ſi ali- 


quando ſolus vocatur Deus, ſic vocari xar sFoτ uv» quia eft prin- 


cepaliter Deus, fonſque totius Deitatis, itemque notandum eſt, 

in multis hujuſ modi locis, circumſtantias addi, quibas indica- 

tur, quomodo ſolus pater vocatur Deus; nempe, ſolus ingenitus, 
C ſolus à quo vere omnia: Nuia Filius & Spiritus Sanitus ab 
h/ ſunt. And he proves, both in the proceeding and follow- 
ing Diſcourſe, That tho? the Father be on this Account the one 
or only God, becauſe the Fountain of the Deity, only unbe- 
gotten, and the Perſon from whom all Things are; yet the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt are not thereby excluded from being True 


God, but included, and gives them the Title of AvTobzos, be- 
eauſe they are of one Eſſence with the Father. ; 


Next, The learned and bonourable Author of the Critical Hi- 
ſtory of the Apoſtles Creed, Page 63, 64. © And in particular, 
<« this Clauſe of one God—was inſerted to require our Belief, 
ce that there is but one Infinite, Supreme, Beginningleſs and 
«© Eternal God; and that this one God, and none other, Was 
ce the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; ſo that this Expreſſi- 
«© on of one God, denotes our Faith, that there is but one E— 


© ternal, Independent, Self-exiſtent God. 


Dr. Owen, in his Myſtery of the 2 5 vindicated, &c. Page 
187. ſays, © It is true there is an Order, yea a Subordinat:on 
<« in the Perſons of the Trinity themſelyes, whereby the Son, 
<« as to his Perſonality, may be ſaid to depend on the Fa» 
ne 


— 


= -- 


— 


de no Way make the World by Chriſt, but as he was his own 
«* Eternal Wiſdom, which exempts him from the Condition of 
« a Creature; beſides, as it is ſaid, that God made the World 
« by him, denoting the Subordination of the Son to the Fa. 
te ther, and his Being his Wiſdom, as he is defcribed, Prov; 
e viii. ſo alſo. the Word is ſaid to make the World as a prin- 
& cipal efficient Cauſe himſelf, John i. 3.” | 
And in his Third Exerc. prefix d to his Commentary. on the 
Epiſtle to the Heb. Vol. II. Page 43. in explaining theſe Words 
Prov. viii. 30. ſpoken of Wiſdom, Then I was with him, as 
ene brought up with him, ſays, And we may enquire in what 
<< Senſe this is ſpoken of the Sen, with reſpe&t unto the Fa- 
ce ther. The Foundation of the Alluſion lies in the eternal 
„ mutual Love that is between the Father and the Son; 
« thereunto is added the Conſideration of the natural Depen- 
e dence of the Son on the Father, compared unto the Love of 
Father unto a Son, and the Dependence of @ Son on his 
„ Father.” | EH 4K "7 94 2. 
And Comment. Vol. I. Pag. 109. © God is ſaid” to be the 
ce God of the Son on a threefold Account. 1/# In reſpe& of 
ce his Divine Nature, as he is his Father fo his God; whence. 
cc he is {aid to be God of God, as having his Nature commu- 
ce nicated unto him by virtue of his Eternal Generation.“? 
id. Pag. 533. He (the Son) is in his Perſon diftin& from 
- < the Father; another, not the Father, but yet the ſame in 
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# < Nature, and this in all glorious Properties and Excellen- 
4 << cies. This Oneneſs in Nature and Diſtinction in Perſon, may 
cc be well ſnaddowed out by theſe - Expreſſions, He ir the 


« Brightneſs of his Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Perſon, 
«© The Boldneſs and Curiofity of the Schoolmen and ſome o- 
ce thers, in expreſſing the Way and Manner of the Generation 
ce of the Son, by Similitudes of our Underſtanding, and its 


CORDED ERS CS IN 2 
— 


— — 
— EE IE 
— ys... oy a ut 
_ 2 


4 
W e — - — a 
rr 8 2 
2 
* 


1 e Acts, declaring how he is the Image of the Father, in their 

j | « Terms, are intolerable and full of Offence ; nor is the rigid 
in | Impoſition of theſe Words or Terms in this Matter, which 
Witt ce they or others have found out to expreſs it by, of any bet - 
By: e. ter Nature.” e n 
1 And Dr. Owen's Greater Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſt. III. ef 
Il; 5 Chap. 3d. © It is the diſtinguiſhing Property of the Perſon of 
. | <« the Father to be of himſelf only the Fountain of the God- 
. | 4 * head, John Vs 26, 27. Eph. * 3. Ibid Page 03. He is in his 
i bo, _*« Perſon diſtinct from the Father. i oy ng Ts OO. 
g q S 3 ILY ; 
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preſſions about the Truths aforeſaid, that do bear and 


art uſed, by Adverſaries in an unſound Senſe, or have ven- 


ted ſuch Opinions concerning the ſaid Truths, as are 
not neceſſary to be taught in Divinity, and which give 
more Occaſion to Strife than to promote Edification. Ix 


SO FAR As, You the ſaid Mr. John Simſon, did on one or 


other of the Days, of ene ar other of the Months, of one or ather 
of the Years Ore thouſand ſeven hundred and Twenty five, 
One thouſand ſeven hundred and Twenty ſix, or of the bypaſt 
Months of the Year One thouſand. ſeven hundred and Twenty 


ſeven, Maintain, Teach or otherwiſe Vent the Opinions, Pro- 
: 3 or Hypotheſes, or in Teaching or Speaking, uſed the 


xpreſſions, and proceeded as aſter mentioned, or ufed other 
Expreſſions or Propoſitions directly, and not by inference, to 
the ſame Import; to wit, You did alter your teaching concer- 
ning the Bleſſed Trinity, and particularly, That whereas you 
formerly uſed to give your Students the following Caution, viz. 
That the Term Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed Three in 
the Godhead, was not to be taken preciſely in the ſame Senſe, 


as when ſpoken of Creatures, you forebore to give them the 


ſaid Caution; as alſo you have owned and. acknowledged, 
that in ſpeaking of our-Eord Jeſus Chriſt, you uſe not the Terms 
NecePary-exiſience, nor Jndependency, and 952 this pretended 
Realon for it, That they are not mentioned concerning Chrift 
ip the Holy Scriptures, or our Confeſſion of Faith, or the Syſtem 


you teach. And further, In teaching your Scholars you have 
laid, That the Independency and Necefſary-exiftence of our Lord 


Jeſus Chriſt were Things we knew not; + hat theſe Terms 
were impertinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Trini- 


ty ; and that they were Philoſophical Niceties, we know no- 
thin 


about, and are ambiguous Terms of Art: And when your 


Students argued, that if the. Son Was not Independent, he was 


not Neceſſarily-exiftent, and ſo might not have been, and the 
Bather might poſſibly have been without him; you anſwered, 
How do you know, or how do we know that? And yet fur- 
ther, in teaching your Students the Chap. de Creatione, in 

arkii medulla theologiz chriſtiane, you ſaid, That his Argu- 


ment againſt, the Eternity of the World, on That if Eternal, 
it muſt. be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, hecauſe Chriſtus 


. eſt eternus, ſed non ens. neceſſarium, or non neceſſario exiſ}it ; 


As alſo, in teaching you gaye it as your own Opinion, and 
the Judgment of the Primitive Fathers, that the Three Per- 
ſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid ta be eithe Numerically 


or Specifically one in Subſtance or Eflence ; but added, They | 


were ſo the ſame as to be one God in Three Perſons ; but 
gave not any Name to, or attempted. to give e of that 


Samene ſs or Oneneſ; nor can there be any but Numerical One- 


nes of Subſtance or Eſſence, conſiſtent with, hg. Gogheats 


no 


who is but One in Numer, ad not more; And you hay ing aſſer - 
ted, That the Three Perſons were all indeed one God, and had 
all the ſame Infinite Divine Perfections, you added, That wh 
ther. the Subject of theſe Perfections was different, was a Me- 
taphyfical Queſtion" we need not determine; And you likewiſe 
afirm'd, That in the Trinity there are Three Intelligent Agents 
or Beings. As alſo you hgh, That Deus Pater eſt ante; De- 
um Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate, and added the follow- 
ing Expreſſion, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab eter- 
no; And likewiſe you have taught or vented, That Self-exiſt- 
ence, Neceſſary-exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and 
the Title of the only true God, may be taken, and were by 
ſome Authors taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, and ſo not ay + to the Son; and tho 
you laid. that Neceſſary exiſtence, Inde 
and the Title of the only true Gcd, might belong to the Son, in 
ſuch Senſe as included not the perſonal Property of the Father 
yet you told not what that Senſe was, but without doing ſo, 
you have inculcated the foreſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution that 
may be neceſſary for Students, in reading both ancient and 
modern Authors, whether Friends or Adverſaries tothe Truth. 
And further you uſed to affirm. after inſiſting on the foreſaid 


Diſtinction, with reſpect to the Self-exa/tency of the Son, That 


you would take it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction 


both to you and the Students, if r of Glaſgow 
would declare the true Meaning of that Engliſh Term of Art, 
as you thought fit to call it, when it is co d. 

Perſon of th? Son; and you ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. 
All, or any of which, in ſo far as they may reſpe@ively infer 


4 


all or any of the Errors, or unſound, 1 hr and unſate Ways 


of Teaching or Expreſſing aboyeMhelled; being found prov d, 


you the ſaid Mr. John imſen ought to be proceeded againſt witn | 


the Cenſures of the Church, ceprding. to the Demerit and 


Quality of the Offence, "which agar reg and that for 


your Inſtruction and jnſt Correction, and to prevent the flow- 


ing in, od Error, and to E maintain 


the Purity of the Dearine of the Golpe 


* 5 


in this Church. _ 


* 


At Appoinement of the Presbyter rn, 
wy >. - this is ſign'd by 1 7 5 
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PAS S 4 GES of the Confeſſion of Faith; 
a4 Catechiſm, with the Acts of Aſemby, 
on Pöfck the Libel is founded. 


. Confeſſion of Faith, 


NEHA p. II. Set 3. In the Uni of the Ged bead there be 
4 Three Perſons, of ene Subſtance, Power and Eternity; 
Geã the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt. The 
Father is of none, neither ' begotten nor proceeding : The Son is 
- eternally begotten of the Father: The Holy Gre is eternally pro- 
ceeding from the Father and the Son. 

| Chap: VIII. Se. 2. The, Son of Ged, ebe ſecond Perſon 4 
the Trinity, being very and a "vary: G od, 7 age: TOS. an 

| equal with the Father "Ns hs > TREE 


Larger Catechiſm, N 
2 9. 


Anſ W. Uhere be Thi hres Perſons in the Gidbead, the Father, I 
the Son, an 1 the Holy Ghoſt : And theſe Three are one true eter- 
e 


nal Gd, the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and Glam; ; al- 


though diſtinguiſhed by theiy Perſonal 8 
| „ B 


A "up af of the ( 


4 c T for preſerving the Pay, af Doftrine. 
” At Edinburgh the Loth. of Mag 4710. Seſſ. Mos | 
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IHE General Aſſembly confidering, * that. the Purity of 
Doctrine i is a ſignal Bleſſing to the Church of Gov, and 
that it hath been the great Happineſs of this 


maintained the ſame ; And that the avoiding.all Expreſſions in 
Matters of Faith, contrary to the Form of found Words, tends 


pot a litte to preſerve the ſaid Purity, which is ſo deſirable; A 
And it being informed, that in forge 1 Places, ſame Expreſſions = : 


are uſed, and Opinions as to ſome Points of Religion yented, 


We! are not agrecabls le fo our 9 of Faith and Cate- 4 


chile 


Lee Perſons are there in Uſd God 


- ener ral Aſſembly, 


Church, 
ever Shes her Reformation from Popery, to have. enjoyed and 


1 


chiſms, and the known Sentiments of the greateſt Lights, and 


205 moſt famous Goſpel Miniſters, wherewith this Church hath been 


bleiſed '; Therefore the General Aſſembly does diſcharge all 


Perſons, to vent any Opinions contrary to any Head or Artie 


ith of the ſaid Confeſſion and Catechiſms, or uſe any Expreſſions ip 


b relation to the Articles of Faith, not agreeable to the Farm of 
* „bound Words, expreſſed in the Word of Gop, and the Confeſ- 


ſion of Faith and Catechiſms of this Church, which are moſt 


valuable Pieces of her Reformation: And the General Aſlem- 
bly does hereby further Enact, That no Miniſter. or Member of 


this Church, preſume to print, or diſperſe in Writ, any Cate: 


| chiſm, without the Allowance of the Presbytery of the Bounds, 
e be Hand of the Commiſſion 3; And the Presbytery is hereby appoint- - , 
ty j ed to lay any ſuch Catechiſm before the Commiſſion; And the 


The General Aſſembly does enjoin and require Synods and 


and that they notice the Tranſgreſſors thereof. 


8 ctrine of this Church, and determining the 
Ice, Mr. James Webſter againſt Mr. John 
© Simfon; + l Half eee 
Edinburgb, 14th May, 1717, Seſf. 2 
ber, TEE General Aſſembly conſidering, That much of their 
ter- Time has been ſpent upon the Procels purſued by Mr. 


al- mes Webſter, one of the Miniſters of Edinburgh, againſt Mr.. 


ohn Simſon Profeſſor of Divinity in the College of Glaſpow, 
aid before them by the Report of the Committee for Purity 


f Doctrine und that they cannot overtake the Whole: by dif . 


V. vg particulaty'#very Article, it being * nevertheleſs" expe- 
ient and requiſite, That this Affair be brought to ſome Iſ- 


ue, that may teſtify the Zeal and Concern of this Aſſembly, | 


2 r the Preſervation of Truth and Peace in this Church, and 


reventing what may tend to the Hurt and Prejudice there- 

; Therefore, altho* Profeſſor Simſon does declare his Adhe- 
-nce_to. our Confeſſion of Faith, and Doctrines therein-contain- | 
es his Judgment, and his dilonning the Eros! oppoſite | 


creto, wherewith he was charged; yet conſidering, That 
his printed Anſwers, and the Letters written. by him, to 
ie now deceaſt Mr. Robert Rowan, ſometime Miniſter at Pem- 


of Doctrine, dated the Fourteenth of April, One thouſand 
ven hundred and fixteen Years, he hath given Offence, and 


at it is judged, That therein he kath vented ſome Opinions 


u 15 Presbyteries, carefully to adyert to the Obſeryation of this Act, . 


ACT for. wcjetsining the PAY of the Do. 
5 


2ghame, and his Letter to the foreſald Committee for Puri- 


a 
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. 
not neceſſary to be taught in Divinity, and that have given 
more Occaſion to Strife, than to the promoting of Edification, 
That he hath uſed ſome Expreſſions, that bear, and are uſed 
by Adverſaries, in a bad and unſound Senſe, tho* he doth 
difown that unſound Senſe ; And for anſwering more ſatisfying. 
ly (as he ſuppoſeth) the Cavils and Objections of Adverſaries « 
he hath adopted ſowie Hypotheſes different from what are 25 
commonly uſed among Orthodox Divines, that are not evi ma 
dently founded on Scripture, and tend to attribute too much to 


to natural Reaſon and the Power of corrupt Nature, which bor. 
undue Advancement of Reaſon and Nature, is always to the and 
Diſparagement of Revelation and efficacious free Grace. I he o. 
General Aſſembly, for the Reaſons above-mentioned, Prohibits tat 
and Diſcharges the ſaid Mr. John Simſon to uſe ſuch Expreſſion; the 
or to teach, preach, or otherwiſe vent ſuch Opidions, Propo (o 
ſitions, or Hypotheſes as aforeſaid : And as concerning th tak 
Parties in this Proceſs, whatever Complaints have been mad Pre 
as to the Manner of raiſing or managing this Proceſs on cifWing 
ther Hand, the General Aſſembly for Peace's Sake, do overlooiMWotf 1 
and paſs theſe without further infiſting thereon, and do diu ow. 
charge any Proſecution on either Side on theſe Accounts; Ani ceſs 
further, for the more effectual preſerving the Purity of Doc this 
trine and Peace of this Church, and preventing Strife and con Oe: 
tentious Debates, which are prejudicial to 1 ruth, brother / 
Love, and the Life of ſerious Religion; The General Afſembig ſuc] 
extends the foreſaid Prohibition to all Profeſſors of Divinity that 
Miniſters and Preachers, and all others in this Church; an his 
Particularly, the General Aſſembly diſcharges them to ven gre 
any Doctrines not agreeable to our Confeſſion of Faith and Caf itan 
techiſms, eſpecially ſuch Opinions as either aſcribe. too mu Err 
to corrupt 1 or tend to encourage Sloth among Chi or i 
ſtians, er ſlacken Peoples Obligation unto Goſpel Holine'f {pre 
And moreover, the General Aſſembly recommends to all lf are 
' _culties in Univerſities, and to all Presbyteries within ti niti 
Church, to fee this Act obſerved by all the Perſons foreſa to 
Within their ſeveral Juriſdictions, and to cenſure the Conti byt 
veeners as they ſhall ſee Cauſe : And the General  Aſfemb!ll fo a: 
impowers their Commiſſion to give Advice to PresbyterieſW ma; 
and to judge in Cauſes and Caſes of that Kind, that ſti the 


be brought before them, and when any ſuch Caſes ſhall ha 
pen, The General Aſſembly hereby appoints Presbyteries | 
acquaint the Commiſſion before they proceed to any Senten 
of Suſpenſion, or Depoſition againſt any Perſon that ſhall con 


to be tried in Proſecution of this Act. 
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Chaps 7+ S 3. 4A of Aſſemb. 1707, Page 30, And becauſe 


z Scandal committed by a Miniſter hath on theſe Accounts 
many Aggrayations, and ance raiſed, though it may be found 
to be without any Ground, yet it is not eaſily wipt off; there- 
fore a Presbytery would exactly ponder by whole Information 
and Complaint it comes firſt before them, and a_Presbytery is 
not ſo far to receive the Information, as to proceed to the Ci- 
tation of a Miniiber, or any Way begin the Proceſs, until 
there be firſt ſome Perſon, who under his Hand gives in the 


PropoMComplaint, with ſome Account of its l and under- 


ſlemb 
byteric 
hat fi 
all ha! 
ries | 
Senten 


all con 


takes to make out the Libel. 2do, Or at leaſt do before the. 
Presbytery undertake to make it out, under the Pain of be- 
ing cenſured as Slanderers. Or, 3tzo, That the fama clamoſa 
of the 5candai be ſo great, as that the Presbytery, for their 
own Vindication, ſee themſelves neceſſitate to begin the Pro- 
ceſs, without any particular Accuſer : But the 1 in 
this Caſe would be careful, Firſt, To enquire into the Riſe, 
Oecaſion, Broachers and Grounds of ls oe any 1 
bid. & 8. If the Matter laid to the Miniſter's Charge be 
ſuch Practices, as, in their own. Nature, manifeſtly ſubvert 
that Order, Unity and Peace, which Chriſt hath eſtabliſhed. in 
his Church, or Unſoundneſs and Heterodoxy in Doctrine, then 
great Caution would be uſed, and the Knowledge and Under- 


ſtanding of Witneſſes much look d unto ; and withal, if the 


Errors be not groſs, and ſtriking at the Vitals, of Religion, 
or if they he not pertinacioufly. ſtuck unto, or induſtriouſly 
ſpread, with a vilble Deſign to corrupt, or that the Errors, 
are not ſpreading, among the People, then Lenitives, Admo- 
nitions, Inſtructions and frequent Conferences are to be tried 
to reclaim without cutting off, and the Advice of other Preſ- 
byteries ſought, and antes the Thing be doing much Hurt, 
ſo as it admits. of no Delay, the Synod: or General Afembly 
may be adviſed wWẽitk. in the Affair, and the ſame intimate te 


the Miniſter concerned. 
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fort heartily joined with 


them, or inconſiſtent with them, as is narrated in his Letter 
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OBJECTIONS by 'Mr. Jou Sins gn, 


* Profeſſor of Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſs 
_ gow, againſt the Frame of the Libel ex- 
_ hibited againſt him, and now lying before the 
Reverend Presbytery of Glaſgow, | 


an HE Defendant having for a good inany Years lived 


. in Peace and Friendſhip with his Reverend Brethren 
in the Presbytery of en. and having with much Cem- 
1th them in promoting the Intereſts of the 
Goſpel, and the Concerns of the Kingdom of our Glorious 


Lord ___ OO vs Chriſt ;- he cannot without much Re- 
grete and ſenſible 


rief, refle& on his preſent unhappy Circum- 
{tances, which a wiſe and righteous God has thought fit in his 
Holy Providence to bring him unto, by Misunderſtandings 


and Miſtakes, that have crept-in by Degrees, between his Rez 


verend Brethren and him tor ſome Years paſt, eſpecially dur- 
ing his great bodily Ind iſpoſition, 'fince Ofober 1724. And 
altho* he be not conſcious to himſelf of any juſt. Ground he has 
given for it, yet after ſeveral other Methods of Procedure a- 
gainſt him, on which he makes here noReflexion, they have found 
themſelves in Conſcience obliged, as in Charity he believes, to 
exhibite againſt him a Libel upon a fama clamoſu, containing a 


Charge of his having taught or vented Errors, contrary to the 


Holy. Scriptures, and ſome Paſſages of the Confeſſion of Faith 


and Larger Catechiſm of this Church, relating to the Doctrine of 


the Bleſſed Trinity, and in Violation of 12 Ad, Gen. Aſſemb. 


1710, and g. AT of Gen. Aſſemb. 1717, as the ſaid Libel more 


9 F 


To ſupport which Charge, it is alledged he has, within the. 
Time ſpecified in the ſaid Libel, in teaching, ſpeaking | or 
writing, uſed ſeveral Propoſitions or Expreſſions mentioned in 


the ſaid Eibel. | | Te ” 

Concerning which Libel he muſt obſerve, Firſt, That the 
Paſlages of Scripture, our: Confeſſion and Catechiſm therein- 
mentioned, are what he ſtedfaſtly believes and yearly teaches ; 
and as in former Years, ſo likewiſe theſe. two laſt Seſſions of 
the College, he has carefully taught them, according to the 
plain and common Meaning 'of the Words, and endeayoured to 


prove the Truth and great Importance of them to the beſt 


of his Skill, and to confute the Errors that are oppoſed to 


to 


3 nd 
I to the Presbytery, the 24 of March laſt Lear; the Truth or 
which Naration has not as yet been called in Queſtion, to far 
A as he knows. . %%. n+ o& nn | 
Secondly, He obſerves in the Frame of the ſaid Libel mani« 
P pold Uncertainties, Imperfections, and Miſtakes, which render it 
ON, null and void in Law, upon which no Proceſs ought to be ſuſ- 
;laſs Eizined. Such as, | RE 8 
PTY | iſt, That there is no Place mentioned in the Libel where - 
e W'tis alledged any of the Facts were done, or Expreſſions uttered. 
the his of it ſelf would caſt a Libel before the Lords of Juſticiary s 
» And this Libel being maniteſtly of a criminal Nature, which 
would deprive the Defendant, not only of his Reputation, but 
of his Othce and Benehce, were it proved that he had impugn- 
ed or denied any of the neceſſary Truths mentioned in the Nar- 
Wa rative of the ſaid Libel, or taught any Thing inconſiſtent with 
ehe them: Upon which Account this Libel ought to be rejected 
by the Reverend Presbytery, or ſo reformed as to make it legal, 
| Re. before he be obliged to give any further Anſwers to it. 
© 2 2dly, The Time ſpecified in the Libel contains two Years 
his preceeding the Firſt of January laſt, and Three Months follow- 
lings ing it; whereas Libels before other Courts are confined 
"2. io a Year. But what he chiefly obſerves is, That this Libel is 
founded upon a fama clamoſa, which was raiſed, and the al- 
ledged Occaſion of it happened betwixt Martinmas 1725, and 
May 1726; the Grounds of which Fama the Presbytery were 
-< az appointed to enquire into, and a Committee was appointed. to 
aſſiſt them therein, by the Act of the laſt General Aſſembly con- 
cerning the Defendant : Therefore all the Space of Time men- 
0% tioned, at leaſt preceeding Martinmas 1725, and ſince laſt Aſ- 
ſembly, cannot be legally comprehended in this Libel, that pro- 
| eeeds upon a fama clamoſa, the Defendant having taught jnone 
e of ſince laſt Aflembly, before the 10th of October laſt, and there 
„ has been no fama clamoſa of his having taught Error ſince that 
Tub Time, the leaſt Notice whereof has come to his Ears; where- 
fore if anyArticles of the ſaid Libel relate to what he has taught 
4. ſince OFober laſt, they ought either to inſtru there has been a_ 
new Fama raiſed, and lay before him the 8 Articles 
thereof, or exhibite no ſuch Articles againſt him, unleſs the Ac- 
cuſation be ſigned by an Accuſer, or ſome Perſon undertake to 
prove it under Pain of Cenſure, according tothe good Rules in 
our Form of Proceſs, Cap. VII. Se#. 3d. Unleſs they be Ar- 
ticles declared to. be taken out of his Papers giyen in to the 
Presbytery, which is no where plainly aſſerted in the Libel. 
3dly, The Expreſſions ſaid to be uttered by the Defendant in 
| teaching, are laid in ſuch ambiguous and incoherent Terms, that 
tho* it were proved he had uttered them, which he is perſuaded | 
Cannot be done; yet they could afford no certain Documents, 
either of what was his OP what be had taught,unleſs the 


"Liver" --:" 


— 


of which the Hearers remembred only ſome Scrapes, ſuch as, 


Libel did ſpecify the FS. and following Parts of his Diſ- 
courſe, and whether he ſpoke them as his own or other Mens 
Opinion, which are neceſſary to determine his Senſe in utter. 
ing them; which not being done in the Libel, renders the 
Meaning of theſe Expreſhons ſo uncertain, as to be uncapable 
of a legal Proof, eſpecially after the elapſing of 14 or 15 Months 
ſince the Thing can be ſuppoſed to have happened: For at this 
Rate, he -might be wal of groſs Error, 1 Blaſphemy, or 
Atheiſm, had he been barely reciting ſome Texts of Scripture, 


There is no God: Curſe God and die; you ſee then, how that by 
Works a Man is juſtified, and the like. — 

4thly, The Libel does not mention any particular Paſſage of 
Scripture, of our Confeſſion of Faith, or Catechiſms which are 
impugned or denied by any of the Expreſſions alledged, or with 
which they are inconſiſtent 3 nor is there any ſtanding Rule 
ee which is alledged to be particularly violated by a- 
ny of the ſaid Expreſſions, which the ae 3 did 
oblige Mr. Webſter, in a former Caſe, to do: And they hay- 
ing no Intereſt in this Libel, founded on a W clamoſa, but 
what the vindicating of themſelves and the Truth calls them to, 
the Defendant cannot but expect, from their Equity as Judges, 
that they will do him the ſame Juſtice now as formerly, in not 
ſuſtaining this Libel, as a ſufficient Ground of Proceſs againſt 
him, at leaſt, till this Defe& be made up. CS 

5thly, There are ſome Expreſſions ſaid to be uttered by the 
Defendant, which are both contrary to his fixed Opinion, 
and what he fully taught on theſe Subjects; and as he re- 
members not his having uttered ſuch Expreſſions, he is per- 
ſwaded, that ſuch Alledgances muſt either flow from a Miſtake 
of ſome of the Hearers, or elſe from a Trip in his Expreſſion, 


_ mentioning one Word for another, which is no doubt incident 
to him, no leſs than it is to much greater Men, when diſcour- 


Jing an Hour or two on ſeveral Points of Divinity; and *tis but 
reaſonable to think he ſhould have been more liable to it, the 
proverning Seſſion of the College, when he laboured under 
o great Indiſpoſition and Weakneſs of Body, which could not 
but hinder his cloſs Attention, either in thinking or ſpeak- 
ing. . | {0 . 
Of this Sort is that Inſtance, that he ſaid, That Profeſſor 
Mark's Argument againſt the Eternity of the World, to wit, 
That if Eternal it muſt be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, 
becauſe Chriſtus eff eternus ſed non ens neceſſarium; where the 


Defendant was, ſhewing that Profeſſor Mark's. Argument was 
not good againſt Ariſtotle and his Defenders, who maintain, 
that the World was created from Eternity, and ſo maintained, 

that mundus eſt eternas, ſed non ens neceſſarium, which Argu- 
ment doth only contradict what theſe Authors aſſert; an there - 


fore 
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„„ 
fore is not 2 good Argument 10 confute their Op nion, which 
the Defendant has been in uſe to notice every Year ſince he 
taught that Book; and is perſwaded, that if any of his Hear- 
ers alledge, that he ſaid Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed nen ens neceſ- 
arium, that either he has miſtaken the Word Chriſtus for. Mun- 
das, or that by a Trip in Expreſſion, the © Defendant has ſaid 
Chriſtus for Mundus, which he is not ſenſible he did, the 
Word Chriſtas being plainly impertinent to the Argument he 
was then upon. n ls 
Another Expreſſion of the ſame Nature is, Deus Pater eff 
ante Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate; and added the 
following Expreſſion, Ni * gs Deum non poſſe creare ab 
eterno. The Defendant referring what he has to ſay on the 
firſt Part of this to his particular Anſwers to all the Articles 
alledged, to be given in afterwards, if needful, he is perſuaded 
he did not uſe that laſt Expreſſion, it being inconfiſtent with 
his fixed Opinion, and with what he fully taught on the Subject, 
to which the former Part of this Inſtance ſeems to have a Rela- 
tion; and therefore judges, that if any of the Hearers alledge 
he uttered this Expreſſion, they have, thro* not hearing di- 
ſtin&ly, or otherwiſe, miſtaken creare for generare, or elſe that 
he has uttered the one Expreſſion for the other by a Miſtake ; 
the Word generare being to the Purpole of the Argument, and 


. 


the other wholly impertinent. 


6thly, It is alledged, That the Defendant has owned and 
acknowledged ſuch or ſuch Things, and that likewiſe he has 
taught or vented, that Self-exiſtence, Tc. — without tellin; 
when, where, or what Way he has owned or vented ſuc 
Things, which puts him at a Difadyantage, or renders it im- 
poſſible for him, to give any certain Anſwer thereto. From 
all which, the Defendant pleads, that the ſaid Libel is null and 
void in Law, and ſuch as cannot he a {ufficient Ground of a juſt 
and legal Proceſs ; and therefore craves, that the ſaid Libel 
may be either rejected, and he vindicated and diſmiſſed ; or, 
it the Reverend Presbytery think they have juſt Ground of Pro- 
cedure againſt him, that they reform the ſaid Libel,. and make 
up the ſaid Defects, Imperfe&ions, Cc. here juſtly complained 
of, ſo as a plain and certain Charge may be given in again 
him; which done, he declares himſelf willing and ready, to 
give diſtin& and particular Anſwers there to. . I 
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TITLE 


ANSWERS and DEFENCES for My * 
Joux Sus oN, Profeſſor of Divinity i +; 
ihe Univerſity of Glaſgow, againſt the Libel » 
the Reverend Presbytery of Glalgow. 1 


E HE ſaid Mr. John Simon, ſaving to himſelf all Mar ( 
ner of Objections or Exceptions competent again #©* 
the ſaid Libel, and particularly adhering to the Obje&tiongh * 
given in to the Reyerend Presbytery againſt the Form of the 
lame, upon the 11th Inſtant; and alfo adhering to his Proteſt n 
75 againſt the Interlocutors of the Presbytery, repelling 15 
the ſaid Objections, and Reference being had to the ſaid t. 
Objections, which are herein holden as repeated, and taken, 
as a Part of his full Anſwers to the ſaid Libel, does now *© 
roceed in humble Manner to lay before the Reyerend Preſ-WW ** 
ytery, what, in his Opinion, may he a full and ſatisfagoryW © 
Apſwer to every Allegation contained in the Libel. 5 
Only it appearing to him that the ſecond Allegation in the 9 
Libel. which ſays, Tow owned and acknowledged, &c. is taken 
out of his Letter to the Presbytery of the 2d of Merch laſt 
Year, or out of his Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, 
| Ae in the 5th of January laſt; he humbly deſires the 
| Reverend Presbytery may allow him to delay anſwering that 
Article, until he has firſt anſwered all theſe ſaid to be vented 
in teaching, and then to give Anſwers to the ſaid Allegation, 
* as the firſt that appears to him to be vented by Writing: 
The firſt Allegation is, „ You did, alter your Teaching 
< concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, and particularly, that where- 
& as you formerly uſed to give your Students the following 
cc Caution, viz. That the Term Perſon, when applied to the 
se Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken pre- 
ce giſely in the ſame Senſe, as when ſpoken of Creatures, you 
© forbore to give them the ſaid Caution.” . | 
To which the Defendant anſwers, 1ſt, That he hopes it is 
no Crime that he altered his Teaching, unleſs the Alteration Ml 
contains ſomething that is prejudicial to that important Do&- | 
rine. 4 h . 5 
_ 2dly, His omitting the Caution alledged can be no Crime, 
| ar joined with perſuading the Students of ſomething 
faulty in Oppoſition to it, which the Libel does not ſay he 
big; He might omit it this? Forgetfulneſs, or becauſe liable 


* 


Vaterland chooſes to ſpeak, They : 
c common Senſe of. Perſon; but Perſons of a different Kind 


they were Philoſophical Niceties we knew nothing abot 
de and are ambiguous Terms of Art; and when your Students 


« Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and ſo might not 


1 


to Exceptions from ſome People, or becauſe needleſs ; ſeein® 
it may be eaſily underſtood from the Words of our Confeſſi, - 
and Catechiſms, teaching the Three Perſons to be One God 
and from what he taught of their not being Individyals of the - 


ſame Species, which would make them Three Gods. 'Whene. 


it ie an that the Term Perſon is either not taken preciſels? 
in the ſame Senſe, as when applied to Creatures; or, as Dr/ 
hey are Perſons in the ſam” 


cc and differently cireumſtantiated from what human or angelica]? 


cc or any other Kinds of Perſons are, 2d Defence, Page 369.“ 


And the ſaid Author calls the Perſons of the Trinity, “ A 
ge different Kind of Perſons, becauſe they are undivided, and 
te not ſeparate from each other in Nature, Subſtance and Ex- 


ec iſtence, ibid. Page 366.“ 


; 


The Defendant alſo obſeryes, That the Caution. alledged is 
not, ſa far as he remembers, agreeable either to his Way of 
ſpeaking .or thinking; wherefore he pleads, that this Allega- 
tion 1s neither releyant nor true. e 


4 ” 


A ſecond Thing alledged to be vented in teaching is, ce And 
ce further in teaching your Scholars you have ſaid, That the 


cc. Independency and Neceſſary-exiſtence of OUr Lord Chriſt, 
de were Things we knew not; that theſe Terms were imperti- 
*© nent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Tr2azty, and that 
abour, 


f* argued, that if the Son was not 1 e he was not 
| ave been, and the 
ce Father might poſſibly have been without him; You anſwer- 
« ed, How 1 you, or how do we know that? 
To which the Defendant anſwers, 1/?, This Heap of Sayings 
alledged, without mentioning the Occaſjon, Reaſon or Cix- 
pats ane oh of their being uttered, render them, in his Opi- 
nion, incapable. of à diſtinct Anſwer or legal Proof, eſpeeially 


after more than fiſteen Months elapſed, ſince the Thing can be 


ſuppoſed to have happened; it relating, ſo near as he can guels, 
to an Objection propoſed by a Student in December 1725, or 
Jan ua 1726. 5 Taos 

2dly, If it relate to that Objection, he is perſuaded that the 
Terms he then ſaid were not pertinent or ſafe, were only the 
Terms De endent and i Co-ordinate or Subordinate, 


and that they were only ſo, when applied to the perſonal Pro- 


perties and Relations of the Divine Perſons, (namely, When 
compared with one another) as is mentioned in his ſaid Let- 
ter; at writing whereof, he had a pretty diſtinct Remems- 


brance, both of the Objection and Anſwer; yet {hs had not 


then the leaſt Remembrance or Suſpicion, that he had then, or 
at any former Oecaſſon, mentioned the Term . 
r nn oo a "OM be 


. 
tent or Neceſſary Being: And he not having met with thay 
Student, from his propoſing that Objection, till a little after 
his ſaid Letter was read in the Presbytery, he asked him, whe- 
ther the Letter did not fairly repreſent that Matter; which 
the Student owned it did. But he ſpake nothing of the o- 
ther Things alledged in this Article, nor does the Defendant 
remember any Thing of them, nor had he the leaſt Hint of 
ſuch Things being talked. of him, until he heard them read in 
the Libel the 3oth of March laſt ; and therefore humbly thinks, 
that if any of his Hearers have talk d ſuch Things to others of 
him, without acquainting himſelf thereof, as de is poſitive 
none of them did, they ought to be look d upon as Raiſers or 
Bro achers of the fama clamoſa againſt his. | 

2dly, What is alledged in this Article, beyond or beſide 
what he owns in his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, is not agreeable 
to his Opinion and uſual Manner of ſpeaking on that Subject. 
But in caſe ſuch an Obje&ion as the laſt had been propoſed, 
which he remembers nothing of, the Anſwer faid to be given 
thereto, How know you that? May be conſtrued to import 
a ſtrong Denial, or the groſs Unreaſonableneſs of making ſuch 
Inferences or Suppoſitions, which is agreeable to his Opinion. 
Wherefore he pleads, that there is nothing relevant in this 
Allegation, ſo far as he remembers any Thing of it. But if 
any of his Hearers ſhall be poſitive and expreſs, that any Thing 
has eſcaped him, then or at any other Time, contrary to what 
he has owned in his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, and may be in 
the leaſt prejudicial to the Truth, he diſclaims it, and pleads 
' that it ought to be conſtructed a Trip or Miſtake in Expreſſi- 


en, Which is incident to him, as it is to much greater Men, 


Befides, he does not perceive that it could be called either an 
Impugning or denying, or teaching what is inconſiſtent” with, 
or tending to leſſen the Belief of any of the great, neceſſary 
and fundamental Truths, cited from our Confeflion and Cate- 
chiſm in the Libel; tho* he had called ſeveral of the School- 
Terms, that are neither uſed in Scripture, nor our Confeſſion 
of Faith, ambiguous Terms of Art; and tho' he had called 
Debates about them Philoſophical Niceties ; He ſays, {uppoſing 
he had done ſo, which he does not remember he did, he ha 
thereby obſerved the Injun&ions of the Acts of Aſſembly cited 
in the Libel, by even diſcouraging the Students from uſing 
ſuch Expreſſions and Hypotheſes, as are not neceſſary to he 
taught in Divinity, and give more Occaſion to Strife than to 
proniote Ed ifi cation. | | | 8 
A Third Allegation is, And yet further in teaching your Stu- 
dents the Chap. de Creatione, in Markii Medulla Theolpgiz 
_ Chriſtiane, yon ſaid, That his Argument againſt the Eternity 
F the World, viz. That if Eternal, it muſt be Neceſſarily-exiſt- 
wy | 8 8 ent, 


n 


ent, was not good, becauſe G54. eſt eternus, ſed non ens 
neceſſarium, or non neceſſarĩo exiſtit. ee | 
To which the Defendant anſwers, Firſt, That altho' this Ar- 
ticle, being ſo far better laid than the others,. that it tells the 
articular Subject he was treating of, yet it is neither expreſt 
in his Words, nor gives a true Account of his Meaning; for 
in teaching the Syſtem, he always ſpeaks Latin, and à Hearer's 
tranſlating any Part of his Words into ' Engliſh, can bear no 
Faith in ſudgment, becauſe they may be wrong tranſlated, and 
his Teſtimony cannot be an Evidence of what was FaR, or real- 
ly ſaid by the Defendant, but only of his own Judgment about 
it, fifteen Months or more after the Thing happened. | 
24ly, So far as the Defendant's Memory ſerves him, he has 
yearly made a Remark on this Argument from the firſt Year he 
taught this Book: The Argument is this, Mundus non potuit 
ab eterno creari; quia ens èternum eſt neceſſarium & indepen- 


dens, which he thinks not ſufficient to refute the Opinion of 


Ariſtotle, and the Schoolmen that ſeem to defend him, whom 
Profeſſor Mark mentions in the 19th Set. of Chap. 8. de Creas 
tione of his Compendium Theologia, where he treats of the ſame 
Subject; the Chapters and Sections of the Compendium and Me- 
dalla being throughout the whole correſpondent to one another. 
Now Aviffatle and theſe other, Philoſophers, haying thought 
that the World was created from Eternity, did, according to 
this Opinion, maintain that Mundus eſt eternus, ſed non eſt 
ens neceſſarium & independens ; which Opinion is only contra- 
diced. by the foreſaid Argument; and therefore it is not ſuffi- 
Cient to refute it. Whether any of the Students have, thro? 
not hearing d iſtinctly, heard, or etherwiſe miſtaken, Chriſtus eſt 
eternns, for Mundus eſt eternck, &c. the Defendant knows not; 
but he is perſuaded, that he did not ſay, Chriſtus eſt eternus, 

ſed non ens neceſſarium, becauſe it is neither agreeable to his 


Opinion, nor the Argument he was then ſpeaking of: But if 


any ſhall be expreſs and poſitive that he uſed the Word Chri- 


lus, (which he does not remember he did) it ought to be 


conſtrued to have been a Trip in Speaking, which kind of 
Trips are incident to him as they are to others, who are much 


greater Men than he. On the foreſaid Account, he has always 


found it needful to inſiſt further, in proving; to the Students, 
that the World could not be created from Eternity. And, as 
he had often formerly; ſo perhaps alſo theſe two laſt Seſſions of 
the College, tho? he cannot be. poſitive, he has taken Notice of 
What Profeſior Matkius ju{tly-obſezves in his ſaid Compendium 
Theologiæ, in the End of the faid 19th-Se4s: of the 8th Chap. de 
Creatione, namely, Of the utter Diſparity there is between 
Chriſt the Son of God's Generation from Eternity, and the 
World's being created from Eternity; Which ſome of the fore- 
ſaid Authers weuld make uſe of as an Argument for their Opt- _ 
Pl | mon, 


6286 5) 
tion, which is rather a good + MM fo refute it, becauſe 
the Eternal Son of God is neither created nor made, but begot- 
ten; and he being infinitely perfect, as God the Father is, not 
only may be, but muſt alſo be abſolutely eternal, as the Holy 
Scriptures declare him to be, calling him the Firſt and the Laſt, 
&c. Whereas the World or Syſtem of the Creatures. taken by 
Parts or altogether, is finite and of finite Perfections, precari- 
ous and contingent z-and therefore is not capable of infinite or 
illimited Duration, without Beginning or End. 

Wherefore there is nothing in this Allegation relevant, unleſs 
what may have happened, either thro' the Miſtake of ſome Hear- 


ers, or a Miſtake in the Defendant's Expreſſions ſhould be taken. 
for a Crime, which he perſuades himſelf the Juſtice of the Preſ- 


bytery and Aſſembly will not allow them to do. | 
The Fourth Thing alledged is, As alſo in Teaching, you gave 
it as your own Opinion, and the Judgment of the Primitive Fa- 


thers, That the Three Perſons in the trinity are n't to be ſaid. 


to be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſſence 
but added, That they were ſo the ſame, as to be 'one God in 
Three Perſons ; but gave not any Name to, ner attempted to 
give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs, nor can there be 


< any but numerical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence conſiſtent 


© with the Godhead, who is but one in Number, and not more.“ 
Anſu. 1ſt. This Allegation has the ſame Fault with moſt of 
the Reſt, that it does not mention what the Defendant was then 
teaching ; yet by the Matter of it, it {ſeems to relate to what he 
laid in explaining our Confeſſion, Cap. II. Se. 3d. particularly 
theſe Words, Of one Subſtance, and it gives a very lame and 
unfair Repreſentation of what he ſaid. 1 
2dly, The Defendant owns he ſad, That the Three Perſons 
in the Trinity are not to he ſaid to be either numerically, or 


ſpecifically one in Subſtance, as theſe Terms of Ariſtotle's Phi- 


loſophy are commonly uſed among us when applied to Crea- 
tares: But denies that he uſed the Word Eſſence, either nu- 
merical or ſpecifical; and the Reaſon he gave why the Perſons 
of the Trinity were not to be ſaid ſpecifically one in Subſtance 
only, was, that according to the common Uſe of that Term of 
Art, they would be Three Gods, as Three human Perſons are 
Three Men. And the Reaſon why the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt could not ſafely be ſaid to be numerically one in Sub- 
ſtance, according to the common Uſe of that Term when ap- 
plicd to Creatures that are Intelligent, was that in that Senſe 
it would ſignify they. were but one Perſon; wherefore our 


| Divines having ſaid, in the Unity of the Godhead there bs three 


Perſons of one Subſtance ; they could not be thought to mean, 


either one ſpecifical Subſtance, or one Subſtance in Number, as 


theſe Terms are commonly uſed in our Philoſophy when . 
plied to Intelligent Creatures; becauſe the former would wy 
. ESC = | them 
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* . 17 | | 4. 5 hy 
hem Three Gods, Contrary to the Unity of the Godheid there 
t- Wicrtcd; and the latter would make but one Perſon, + contrary 
ot o the Aſſertion of Three Perſons. © Wherefore they wiſ-'y ab- 
ly |hained from both theſe Terms of Art, which, acdording to their 
, |uiſual Meaning, were apt to miflead People into Error on either 
y [Hand ; and ſay.the Three Perſons are of one Subſtance; as do all 
i- {hc other Confeſhons of the Proteſtant and Reformed Churches. 
r nd if it be ſaid, what then is the Meaning of theſe : Wards, 
the Unity of the Godhead .there be Three Perſons of one. Sub- 
's ance? The Anſwer is, They are ſo far diſtinct Perſons, as 
= hat the incommunicable Properties, Characters and Actions 
n [ſcribed to them in the Word of God mult truly agree to them. 
— nd on the other Hand they muſt he ſo one among themielves, 
Zs to be but one true eternal God, in Oppolition to a Plurali- 
E y-of Gods, of one Subſtance, in ſuch a Way as is conſiſtent 
= vith the ſaid Diſtinction of their Perſons, in Oppoſition te 
4. heir being but one Perſon, the Nature and Meaſure of which 
- Diſtinction and Oneneſs is not revealed in God's Word, which 
7 alone teaches us this Doctrine; and herein lies the Myſtery - of 
0 it, That the Manner thereof is keept ſecret, and perhaps we have 
6 o Faculties in this mortal State capable of rightly conceiving 
t Wt, nor Terms fit for expreſſing it. r e 
5 \ herefore the Defendant pleads, that what he faid coneern- 
f ing the Perſons. of the Trinity not being to be ſaid either to be 
n pecificelly or numericaly one in Subſtance, according to the 
e common Uſe of theſe Terms as applied to intelligent Creatures, 
* according as he has truly repreſented it, is ſo far from being a 
1 rime, that he humbly conceives the Reverend Presbytery 
ill judge it was his Dutt. as 
5 But there ſeems in this Article to be another Fault charged 
r on the Defendant, tho? it be not directly ſaid; namely, That 
— e gave not any Name to, nor attempted to give any Notion of | 
n that Sameneſs or Oneneſs. To which he anſwers, 1/7, Tis KB 
a true he did not, for the foreſaid Reaſons; to which he begs, — 
5 Leave to add, That herein he followed. the Example of our 1 
2 Bleſſed Lord and Maſter, who ſays, John x. 30. J and my Fa- a 
£ ther are one, iv ice, Without giving any Name to, or 
> giving any Notion of that Oneneſs ; which is alſo followed by 
7 the Apoſtle. Jahm, in his firſt Epiſtle v. 3. where he ſays of fl 
1 Father, the Word and the Holy Gba, and theſe Three are one, 
a ey Et, Without adding any Name to, or giving any Notion 
. of that Que, walls on HOES wa neg | 
p 2dly, He herein follows our own Confeſſion, ard theſe of the 
other Proteſtant and Reformed Churches, who ſay, the Three 
Divine Perſons are of one or the ſame Subſtance, without giving 
25 a, to, or more particular Notion of that Sameneſt o 1 
: ene ſt. * | 3 . "©Y, 1 "IRS OS. nr IA ene x - on 27 Ss | . 
ö e H rere nf . 3 ‚˖ ou 


2d1y, He has herein . 3 of ſome Divines, | theſes, 
famous for their Zeal, Skill and Prudence in defend ing the which 

Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity. He needs only at Preſent gives ſeeing 
one Inſtance of this out of Dr. Calamy's Sermons concerning theſhon go 
Doctrine of the Trinity Page 272. Prop. 8th. Whereas among 
thoſe that own this Diſtinction to be real and not imaginary on- 
Hy. it is by ſome aſſerted to be modal, while others affirm it to b: 


eſſential; and ſome contend that it is ſpetifical only, while other As 
will have it to be numerical. I not being able to find any ſuch but n. 
Words as theſe in the Bible, am for dropping them in the Debate. Godb 
am a great Enemy to darkning Countel by Words without being 
Knowledge, and running into Heats about different Ways of Ex blige 
preſſicn, where the Thing meant may be the ſame, *  - Pr. 
44555, Some of theſe Divines teach, that altho' the T hre this 
Divine Perſons have one undivided and inſeparable Eſſence the © 
yet each of them is, e Subſtantia per ſe ſubſiſtens, indiuidui now 
«< incommunicabilis; adde bie intelligens, vivens, agens, ut A 
& vera fit perſona.” Zanch. de Trib. Eloch. Par. 1. Cap. 2. Col. 1 Three 
13: and Cap. 4. Col. 16, 17. where he makes a great Differeneſ fin:tc 
between one undivided Eſence, which is common to all th, Per fe 
Divine Perſons, and one Subſtance in Number that is peculiu not 0 
to each of them. And becauſe I find famous Divines and I. 
zealous" Friends of the Truth differ ſo much about the Mean Acct 
ing and Uſe of theſe Terms, I carefully avoid confounding or ut te 
andivided, inſeparable Eſſence, with one + Subſtance i he {i 
NT c „ lon 
515%, This Phraſe, one Subſtance in Number, is uſed by Ad Ani\ 
verſaries of the Truth in an unſound Senſe 5 as in the Second 20 
Collection of Socinian Tradcts, Trat- laſt, called,” Conſideration thir 
on the Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity, by Dr. Walli pin 
Dr. Sherloct, Dr. South, &c. Page 24, 25. Lask; have th con: 
| Three (pretended) Divine Perſons each his own proper, peculia Sul 
and perſbnat Underſtanding, Wil aud Energy: r hav the 
the Three Perſons but one ouly ſelfeſame Underſtanding, Vi 1 
and Energy in Number, as there is but one ſelſ.ſame Sabſtanc the 
n Number? If he (Dr. South) ſaith the former, bei 
guilty of Tritheiſm. Bat if he denies that there are Tbre no 
(All-knowiny. Almighty) *Underſtandings, Wills and Energies, der: 
be 15 a Socinian, he has granted to us the Point in Controverſy, he 
be grants the whole that we contend for. Jong os þ = 
grants but one (Ommipotent Energy and Will, and but one (A ou 
knowing) Underſtanding or Wiſdom. if this be granted to u, th; 
- *tis plain to-every one who gives but never ſo little 'Heed, tba Ce 
Yhe £Lueftion about Three Perſons n a mere Strife % Vords. W. 
Prom all which the Defendant is humbly of Opinion that by th 
the Omiſſion alledged, he has exactly obſer ved both Parts 0 Ty 


the Prohibition contained in Act th, General Aſſembly 171% 
by forbearing Expreſſions that are aſed by Adverſarirs in an uy 
255 | OED Poun 
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5 RELAY, 

ſauud Senſe; and by forbearing to teach Propeſit;ens, or Hypo 
theſes, or Gpinions not need ful to be taught in Divinity, and 
which give more Occaſion to Strife than to promote Edificaticn, 
ſeeing he has gone no further than Scripture and our Confeſſi- 


lon. go; and he knows no other Rule by which to judge what 


is needful or not needful to be taught in Divinity: And this 
appears to be the Rule intimated in AZ 12th. General Aſſem- 
bly 1710. Cited in the Libel, printed Page 44. 
As to the laſt Words of this Article, Nor can there be any 
but numerical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence canſiſtent with the 
Godbead, who ic but one in Number and no more; They not 
being plainly alledged to be his, he does not think himſelf o- 


bliged to give any Anſwer to them. 


From the whole he pleads, That there is nothing Relevant in 
this Article, when taken in its true Meaning, determined by 
the other Parts of his Diſcourſe, as mentioned in this Anſwer 
now given thereto.  _ 3 3 oy 
A Fifth Allegation is, And you having e that the 
Three Perſons. were all indeed one God, and had. all the ſame in- 


| finite Perfetions, you added, That whether the Subject of theſe 


Per fections was different, was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we need 
not determine. b d a 
To which the Defendant anſwers iſt, That there is here no 
Account given of what he was teaching when he is ſaid, to have 
uttered the laſt Words of this Article (go added Fc.) which 
he ſuppoſes is the only Thing icomplained of; and therefore, ſo 
long after the Thing is paſt, is neither capable. of a diſtinct 
Anſwer, nor Proof of its certain Meaning 
2dly, He does not remember that he ſpoke theſe Words, and 
thinks he did not, becauſe they are neither agreeable to his 0- 
pinion, nor Way of ſpeaking on that Subject; and he humbly 
conceives it is a miſtaken and wrong, Repreſentation about one 
Subſtance in Number, to which he has given a full Anſwer, on 
the.-preceeding ien, „ r . 
The Sixth Allegation is, Aud you likewiſe affirmed, that in 
the Trinity there are Three Intelligent Agents or Beings. 
To which the Defendant anſwers 1ſt, F bar this Article gives 
no Account of the Occaſion. and Circumſtances needſul to de- 
termine the Meaning of the Words, and as they are here laid, 
he depigs they to be. his. e oo ee not 3, 5: nk 3h 
_ 2dly, He remembers, that in explaining the Word Per ſon in 


our Conteſſion, and the Word Perſona in the Syſtem, he tells 


that the Meaning of theſe Terms, in their uſual and proper A F- 
ceptation, is an intelligent Agen: But he purpoſely, avoids the 


1 


Words Being. Subſtance, Spirit, Mind; becaule, as he thinks, 
they are commonly uſed to Gznity an intelligent Agent that has 
one Subſtance in Number, diltinct and divided from. every o- 
ther Intelligent Agent or Perſon. And"altho' he Þnds ſome. of 
dias A ͤ ( 


* theſe Terms, ſuch as individual intelligent Subſtance applied Men, Þ 
to each of the Perſons of the Trinity, by celebrated Defender Heaven 
of that important Doctrine, as by Zanchius; yet he carefully} alſo de 
avoids both this and theſe other Terms, becauſe he does not 481% 
find them ſo uſed and applied, either in the Scriptures or ourſſfion of 
Confeſſion of Faith; and they ſeem to relate to the MannerWLibel, : 
how they are Three Perſons, which is not reyealed. leaſt H 
3dly, So far as the Defendant can learn the proper Meaning per Me 

of the Engliſh Word, Perſon is an Agent or intelligent Agent, leſs Iv 
which properly ſignifies a living, underftanding, actiye Prin- that im 
Fe of working or doing, to which any Work or Deed done ſons, be 
is aſcribed as to its particular Cauſe: In which Senſe theEWpreſent: 
Word is taken Heb. i. 3. where it is meant of the Perſon offffepreſer 
the Father, where he is manifeſtly diſtinguiſhed from the Per-Wanother 


fon of the Son; which Uſe of the Word Perſon is given as afſſeeding 

: _ Reaſon, why it is uſed in our own and other Con- Nhe Fat, 

teſhons of Faith, and by many of our moſt celebrated DivinesMrather . 

that are zealous Defenders of this Doctrine: To which they who be 

juſtly add, That the three Divine Perſons are in many Places rent, 

of God's Word deſign'd by ſuch Words, and repreſented as be effic 

doing ſuch different Works, as are uſed in the Hebrew and Mork, 

Greek Tongues to ſignity what we uſe to expreſs by the Terms be Fat 

diſtinf Perſons or intelligent Agents. A few of which that ſnewNpirit, 

the Importance of our believing the Diſtin&ion of the Divine {he th! 

- Perſons, by an irritant Clauſe added to them, the 'Defendant pf our 

thinks only needful to mention: Such as John iii, 16, 18. he glc 
compared, For Gad ſo loved the World, that he gave his only proper 

begotten Son, that whoſoever believeth in him, ſhould not periſp 5thly 

but have everlaſting Life. — He that believeth not, is con-Whe We 

demned already, becauſe he hath not believed in the Name of y the 

| the only begotten Sen of God. And ver. 35, 36. The Father Id. frinity 

| veth the Sen, and hath given all Things into his Hand. He Went, a 

| | that believeth on the Son, hath everlaſt ing Life. And he that Pchool. 
F believeth not the Son, ſhall not ſee Life, but the Wrath of God Wt int 
| | abideth en him, 1 John ii. 22, 23. He is the Antichriſt that W-ikew! 
F . denzeth the Father aud the Son; whoſoever denieth the Son hath he fol 
not the Father, 1 John iv. 9, 10. In this was manifeſted the loly ( 

Tope of God towards us, becauſe that God ſent his only begot- Whey w 

ten Son into the World, that we might live thro him. Herein ed by 

25 Love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and The 

4 ſent his Son to be the Propitiation for our Lins, 1 Jobn v. 10, es am 
' 117. He that believeth on the Son of God, hath the Witneſs in Pbius, 
F himſelf: He that believeth not God, hath made him a Liar, Dr. 
; becanſe he believeth wt the Record that God gave of his Son. ated, 
And this is the Record, that God hath given to us eterncl Life : Wthe F. 

And this Life is in his Son, ver. 12. He that hath the Son ertain 

1 N. and be that hath not the Sen of God hath not 105 D 475 

be nd th 
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End that in and by eternal Acts one towards another, and in 


| „ 1 

Men, him will I alſo confeſs before my Father which it in 
Heaven. But whoſoever ſhall deny me before Men, him will I 
alſo deny before my Father which is in Heaven. 28 

4thly, The Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt are, in our Confel. 
fion of Faith and Catechiſms, both in the Paſſages cited in the 
Libel, and in other Places, called three Perſons, without the 
ſeait Hint given, that the Word is not to be taken in its pro- 
er Meaning; in which Senie therefore 1 muſt explain it, un- 
leſs I would lay my ſelf open to a Charge of underminin 
that important Doctrine: ſpecially ſeeing the Divine Per- 
ſons, both in Scripture and our Confeſhon, are as plainly re- 
reſented to be diftin& intelligent Agents, as they are therein 
epreſented to be any Way whatſoever diſtinguiſhed from one 
another, e g. The Father ts of None, neither begotten nor pro- 
eeding, and begets the ven; the Son is eternally begotten of 
the Father; and the Holy Ghoſt eternally proceeding from. the 
ather and the Son. The Father creates the World by his Son, 
pho being employ d, not as 4 Servant or ſubordinate Inſtru- 


vent, but as his own Sin, indued with infinite Perfetions,” as 


the efficient Cauſe . for performing. that great and honourable 
Vork, which manifeſts the eternal Power and Gudhead bath of | 
he Father and the Son; as his garniſhing the Heavens by his 
pirit, does the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. What is alſo ſaid of 
he three Divine Perſons in the viii. Chap. and other Places 
pf our Confeſſion, coneerning the different Parts they act in 
he glorious Work of our Redemption, repreſents them as 
proper Perſons or diſtin& intelligent Agents. 3 Ss 
5thly, The Defendant might alſo ſhew, were it needful, that 
he Words Perſona, Hypoſtaſis and mpogarey have been uſed 


y the moſt zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed 


[rinity in all Ages of the Church, to ſignify an Intelligent A. 
rent, and have been defined in this Senſe even by the Popzjſþ 
dchoglmen, who have explained it away again, or contradicted 
t in their Metaphyfical Diſſertations and Debates about it. 
.ikewiſe all the ancient Creeds before the Nicene, and that, and 
ke following Catholick Creeds, repreſent the Father, Son and 
oly Ghoſt as Three proper Perſons or intelligent Agents, tho 
hey who o ned theſe Creeds, were on this Account callumnia- 
ed by the Sabellians and Arians as Tritheiſts. k 
The Defendant might alſo mention a great Cloud of Witneſ- 
es among our Proteſtant Writers; he has already named Zan - 
iug, and ſhall only add Two or Three more. 
Dr. Owen, in his Book of The Doctrine of the Trinity vin li- 
ated, Page 79. Once more, it is revealed alſo, that theſe Three 
the Father, Son and Spirit) are diſtinct among themſelves, by 
ertain relative Properties. — So that they are diſtinct, living, 
Divine, intelligent, voluntary Principles of Operation or Working, 


Acts 


——— ꝗ 2 


= . e 


the Scriptures, muſt believe. — Nur doth Faith, for its Securi. 


Angel is a ſingle Perſon by the Jame. Father, & n er Hely Ghol 


| but Perſons f a different Kind, and differently circu tial L ; 
ea &c: Page 269. Aa, wh f HY mjtan ial efße ll. 


| EE 1 RAS | 
Alts that catwardly reſpect the Creation. And Page 81. Our 


Concluſion from the whole is, that there is nothing more fully er. Fron 


preſſed in the Scripture than this ſacred Truth id, that there i; Iteaches 
one God, Father, Son and holy Ghiſt, which are Divine, Di. Nrime, 
ſtinct, Intelligent, Voluntary, Omnipotent Principles of Operation 
and Working: Which. whoſoever thinks himſelf obliged to believe 


fy, Eſtabliſhment, and Direction abſolutely ſtand in need if ay 
farther Expoſitions or Explanation of theſe Things, or the uſe of 
- > net conſecrated” to the preſent Service by the Ho 
Ghoff. | | 5 | | 
Another is Dr. Calamy, in his Sermons concerning the Trinity, 
Page 262. Where having mentioned many of the diſtinguithingſ cially : 
Actions of the Three Divine Perſons taught in Scripture, hebe ſup 
concludes, Theſe are Things that are ſo very different, that they 2dly. 
very plainly intimate a Diſtinction in the Agents to whom tho the M 


are reſpectively aſcribed.” For how can they be any other than di. of the 


ſtinct, if the one does what the other does not. EY the Ay 
Another is, Mr. Wiſchart, Principal of the College of Edu ind th. 


burgh, in his Theologia, Vol. 2. p. 717. As created Perſon; which 


are Subſiſtences, ſingular, intelligent, and incommunicable ; on of 
are the Subſiſtences in the Godhead ; and a little before, Sub ben, ſc 
fiſtence notes a Manner of Exiſtence proper to Subſtantes; a Per * the! 
ſon muſt ſubſiſt and not exiſt only. And p. 719. A Perſon i 
an intelligent Subſiſtence. bes | : 

The laft I name is, Dr. Waterland's 2d Defence of Queries led G 
where he explains at large the Meaning of the Word Peru being 
from Page 365 ro 369. and.defines it thus, Page 366, A 27 Way e 
Perſon is an intelligent Agent, having the diſtinqtive Characte, cauſal 
of i, thou. he, and not divided, or diſtinguiſhed into more in | 
telligent Agents, capable of the ſame Characters; and ſhews they Natur 
Fitneſs of this Definition, 1ſt, Negatively, An Army, a Senatif vom 
&c. is not a ſingle Perſon, becauſe divided into more. The Ti . An 
ny. 1 Cathelick Hypothefis, is not a ſingle Per ſin, be tagon 
cauſe diftiaguiſhed into more intelligent Agents than one. 241; 3 
Pefitrvely, A Man is a ſingle Perſon by the Definition. A. FOR 


a fingle Perſon by the ſame. ---- To clear this Matter a little foo Cauſe 
ther, we muſt diſtinguiſh Perſons into ſeveral Kinds, as 75 


Dixided and Undivided, Simple and Compound. And the B. Senſe 


tells, That «ll other Perſons are divided, except the Three Bi 


; wine Perſons, who arc undivided, not having any ſeparate Er an As 
iſtence independent on each other, Page 367. Of whom he a Pates 


ſo ſays, They are Perſons in the ſame commen. Senſe of Perſm 
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Prom the Whole, the Defendant pleads, That what he 
eaches, relating to this Allegation, is ſo far from being a 


Di. Crime, that it is his Duty, and neceſſary to guard the Students 
ation Hagainſt the Sabellian and Socinian Hereſies. „ 
lievt The Seventh Allegation is, As alſo you taught that Deus 
cur; Pater eſt ante Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate.“ 
a And added the following Expreſſion, Ni ſup ponamus Deum non 
olle creare ab eterno. . 
Ha An. 1. This Allegation has the ſame Defect often com- 


plained of, that it does not mention what the Defendant 
nity was teaching, and ſo renders what was alledged uncertain, eſpe- 
ſhingſWQcially after Sixteen Months and more -are elapſed, fince it can 
>, he be ſuppoſed the Thing happened. © nn, ES 
the 2419. This Article conſiſts of Two Parts, both which, from 
they the Meaning of the Word, ſeem to relate to what he taught 
2 di of the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, in Oppoſition to 
| the Arians, who ſaid he was a Creature made out of nothing, 


din ind that there was a Time when he was pot: All the Branches of 
ren which Hereſy he refuted at great length ; and proved, that the 
3 ſoon of God was neither created nor made, but eternally begot- 
ub ten, fo as he had no Beginning of his Duration, more than the 
Per Father had. In teaching which, he had Occafion to obſerve 
„n how ſome of the Ancients expreſſed themſelves on this Sub- 


ject: Some of whom, even zealous 8 of the Arians, Cal- 
ies led God the Father cauſe Filii, by which they mean'd only his 
rſin being his Father, who eternally begat him ; according to which 
a Way of ſpeaking, the Father was not privy Filzo tempore, ſed 
cauſalitate. Bp. Pearſon, in his Book on the Creed, the End 
of P. 37. and Beginning of 38. cites ſeveral Paſſages of this 
Nature out of Athanaſius, Hilary, Auguſtine, and others, to 
whom, for the Sake of Brevity and Convenieney, I refer. 

And Dr. Waterland's firſt Defence, Fug. 91. ſays to his An- 
tagoniſt, Jou admit, that the Attributes, ſperified in the Texts, 
belong to both (Father and Son :) Only you obſerve, That al 
Powers and Attributes are ſaid to be the Father's only, becauſe 
they belong to him primarily er originally, as the Self-exiſtent 
Cauſe. This I can readih admit, as well as you, provided only 
the Word, Caufe, be interpreted to a juſt, ſober aud Catholick 
Senſe; (as the Greek Writers eſpecially have underſtood it) and 
Selfiexiſtent be interpreted; as'it ſhould be, negatively.” 

And Wallaus F. T. Pr. at Leyden, in his Enchiridion, Fol. 30. 
in Anſwer to that Objection, Onmis tauſa eſt prior ſus effet; 
Pater eſt cauſa Filii- & Spiritus Sancti, ergo illis eſt prior; 
"x lays! Majer eſt diſtinguenda. Nam ommis cauſa eſt prior ſuv 

| cfietu, fi naturam ſpectes & ordinem, non tamen eſt ſemper” pri- 

er tempore; where he does not diſpute againit the Uſe of the 
Word cauſa; but uſes a Diſtinction that intirely cuts off the 

| Where- 


Weakneſs, and with what Difficulty he taught the former 
till the Precognition was taken, and heard nothing of the lat - 


- ought to be looked upon as the Broachers of the fama clamoſe 


| taken out of his foreſaid Letter, and Anſwers given in to the Neef 


4 


Wherefore, altho* the Defendant had uſed theſe Words, as it. 
ledged, they would not be relevant to infer any Cenſure Vet 
he is perſuaded the Words of the Libel are not his, tho? it is 


everer 
gut of tl 


| 3 in relating the Expreſſions of ſome of the Ancients, a0 
e might ſay, Pater eff prior Filio, non tempore ſed cauſalitate; . wo 
but then he would not readily omit the Caution he uſes to feſus C 
give the Students, .T hat the Words cauſa or cauſalitas, are of lepende 
too large a Meaning to be uſed for ex preſſing Gd the Father 2 
his begetting his eternal Sou; becauſe in their ordinary Uſe they onfeſſio 


are applied to God's creating the World, or to Creatures with An. 


reſpect to any Effect they are the Cauſe of: And therefore the Mb bu 
Defendant uſed to expreſs himſelf thus, Pater eft prior Filio, nen et helf 
tempore ſed ordine © paternitate. VT umbly 
24h, As to the Expreſſion ſaid to be added, Ni ſuppona mus zult, ſe 
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Deum non poſſe creare ab eterno, it being contrary to the De- 
fendant's fix d Opinion, and the whole Strain of his Diſcourſe 
on that Subject, he is ot Opinion, that if any of the Hearers 
ſay that he utter'd it. that Perſon by not hearing d iſt inctly or 
otherwiſe, has miſtaken creare for generare; this laſt Word 
generare being agreeable both to his Opinion and the Argu- 
ment he was then handling; wherein he proved the Falſhood 
of ſuppoſing that God could not beget his Son from Eternity; 


' whereas the Word creare would be altogether impertinent. 2dly, 
But if ſome Hearers ſhall be expreſs and poſitive, that he uſed _ 


the Wore. creare, which he is not conſcious of, it ought to be 
conſtrued only a Trip in ſpeaking, which much greater Men 
than he are liable unto, when diſcourſing an Hour or two on 
ſeyeral Points of Divinity; and conſidering his great bodily 
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Seſſion of the College, ſuch Eſcapes of Expreſſion might be 
more incident to him than uſually. To which he adds, That 
he never heard any Hint of the former Part of this AVegation, 


ter Expreſſion, till he heard it in the Libel. Wherefore, if 
any Hearers have talk'd this to other People, without ac- 
quainting him thereof, he is humbly of Opinion, that they 


againſt him. On the whole the Defendant 2 N That there 4 
is nothing of this Article relevant, unleſs the Part of a Sen- er V 
tence, capable of an ill Conſtruction, when taken ſeparately from e Re 
the reſt of his Diſcourſe, that determined it to a right Mean-| inſwe 
ing, be made a Crime; or the Miſtake of ſome Hearers, or a tion 
Trip in his ſpeaking, inconſiſtent with the reſt of his Diſcourſe, un 
be made a Fault. Neither of which he can expect from the fenlur 
Juſtice of his Reverend Judges. | Doari 


HE Defendant proceeds in the next Place to anſwer lebe 


theſe Articles of the Libel, that appear to him to be ys 


everend Presbytery, tho' it be hot plainly ſaid they are taken 
ut of theſe Papers. „ | 5 i 
The firſt Allegation is the ſecond in the Libel, viz. As alſo 


1707 ou have owned and acknowledged, that in ſpeaking of 'our Lord 

s te Neſus Chriſt, you uſe not the Terms Neceſſary-exiſtence nr In- 
e of Nependeney, and gave this pretended Reaſon for it, that they 
ther re not mentioned concerning Chriſt in the Holy Scriptares or our 
he, Henfeſſion of Faith, or the Syſtem you teac. 

Lich 4. 1. The Defendant having never owned this in teach- 

the Ine, but having done it expreſly in his ſaid Papers, he can- 


ot help hinking this Article is taken out of them; and is 
umbly of Opinion, that the Omiſſion of theſe Terms is no 
ault,ſeeing he teaches the whole Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
De. revealed in Seripture, ſo far as he underſtands it; and the 
hole of it as taught in our Confeſſion of Faith, and in Pifet's 
atin C:mpend, Book II. from Chap. 13. to the End; and 
onſequently, all that the Presbytery would have him to teach 
y the Uſe of theſeſ Terms, ſo far as he knows their Mind. He 
Iſo humbly thinks, the Reaſons given in his Letter, and 


oh ore fully inſiſted on in his ſaid Anſwers, are ſufficient to ſhew 
ty; is at leaſt guilty of no cenſurable Fault by this Omiſſion. 

N 2dly, it being manifeſt, that theſe Terms are not mentioned, 
ſeg (ther in Holy wy 19 or in the ſaid Syſtem, in the Chap- 
bers that teach the Doctrine of the Trinity, or in our Confeſſion 
Hen Faith and Catechiſms ; he is humbly of Opinion, That by 

on! his Omiſſion, he has exactly obſerved the Injunctions of the 

aily vo Acts of eur General Aſſembly mentioned in the Libel. 


nd, if he had uſed them, he might perhaps have been accuſed 
y ſome Body or ether, for not keeping by the Form of ſound 


hat rds, oor teaching what is not needful to be taught in Di- 
on, Ninity. To which he adds, That this Omiſſion can be no 
lar. ore a Crime in his teaching, than it is in Miniſters preach- 
„ if; and he does not remember, that he ever obſerved any 


iniſter uſe theſe Terms in preaching, tho' he has been capable 
f noticing what he beard preack d theſe forty Years and 
ore. | 


2dly, If this can be ſuppeſed a Fault, he has mended it : 


en. For when he found, on the 18th and 19th of January. laſt, that 
-om he Reverend Presbytery would not conſider, whether his 
an- Hnſwers to their 2 had removed their ſeeming Ob- 
r a ections againſt ſome Paſſages of his foreſaid Letter, and the 
rſe, Prounds of their Queſtions to him, but referred them to the 


onjun Meeting of the Reverend Committee for Purity of 
Doctrine with the Presbytery ; which occaſioned the 13 
f the injurious Stories, in his Opinion, groundleſly ſpread 
oncerning him. tho' he does not ſuppoſe it was the Presb 
ry's Deſign; of which Stories this of denying Chriſt to be a 
eceſſary· being gave moſt Offence ; leſt by theſe Means the 
Eb I Students 
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Students ſhould be alſo impoſed on, or tempted. to doubt off his A 
this" Truth, tho he had formerly taught them what he thought | 1+ 
ſufficient to convince them of it; he took the firſt Opportunity for 1; 
of telling them his Mind about it. 

: Accordingly, when he came to teach the 8th Chap. of ou: 
Confeſſion, which was a little before or after Candlemas laſt 
having ſome of the chief Branches of the Arguments in ths 
firſt; and the Beginning of the ſecond Sections of. that Chapter 
he: prov?d. that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was a. Neceſſam- being 
becauſe he was Very and Eternal God of one Subſtance, ani 
Equal with the Father, who as he hath Life in himſelf, ſo b 
hath: given to the Son to have Life in himſelf ; that is. he zs 1 
finite, Eternal and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, Powe! 
Haline ſe, Juſtice, Goodneſs, and other Divine Perfection 
which he has manifeſted in Creating and Governing the World 
and are ſuppoſed in his being ordained the Glorious  Medzat: 


and Saviour of finfub Mankind, and the Great judge of th vant 
World. Which Way of proving this Truth, lies open to ti Serif 
Capacity of every Chriſtian, and fully ſatisfies: him, that th conv 
Glorious Son of God, y and for whom all Things in Heave 5 
aud Earth were created; and hy the Word of whoſe Power the foreſ 
art upheld, is . above all created, tontingent and pri and 
carious Beings whatſoever. e a rife 530i I 36: 
A ſecond. Allegation that ſeems taken from the. ſaid Papers i Line 
Aud likewiſe you have taught or vented that Self-exiſtence, IndeM ſays 
pendency; Supreme Deity, ani the Title of the only True God ( be 
thay be taken, and were by ſome Authors taben in a Senſe tba cc. ri 
zncludes the per ſonal Property - the Father, and ſo. not belonginM rat 
to the Son; and tho you ſaid that Neceilary:exiltence, Inde to ii 
pendency, Supreme Deity, and the Title of the only True Go ed i 
night belong to the Sen, in ſach Senſe as included not the per 61 
ſunal Property of the Father; yet vom told not what that Sen V 
var, but without doing ſo; you have inculcated the foreſail = d 
Diſtinftion, as a Caution thut may be neceſſary for Students i = v, 
reading beth ancient and modern Authors, whether Friends of cc a 
Adverſaries'to the Trat bz. F ne nad iin <3 nt wha 
Anſ. 1. It is not eaſy to/ underſtand what is the Crime ob not 
jected from this Cluſter of Articles, or what Way they were guo 
vented; only, fo far as the Defendant can gueſs, they are vent: 7 
ie His Seil Papen „ „1. 
© 2dly, He does not remember that he mentioned the Teru P 
Sel flexiſtent, in teaching the Doctrine of the Trinity, excepi Mit 
once in November One thouſand ſeven hundred and twenty five, to t 
in that Remark; that being ef None was the ſame that mary <a 
Authors underſt6od by the Word Sei ſexiſtent taken in the- ue «x 
Fulive Senſe, as he ſays in his foreſaid Letter: And pleads a 
chat Ms telling this Fakt is no Crime. ä 
ebe Ss 3dly, He 


30h), He remembers nothing 3 he has ſaid concern- 
ing the Terms Neceſſary- exiſtence and Independency in teaching, 
tnan what he has told in his foreſaid Letter and Anſwers, and in 
his Anſwer to the preceeding Article of the Libel, 

' 4thly, As to Supreme Deity, he ſuppoſes this Phraſe is put 
for ſummus Deus, the Abſtract for the Concrete; which, all 
grant, does much alter the Senſe. And as to the Titles, ſum- 
nus Deus, and the only true God, he hopes it will appear, 
from his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, that it is no Fault to tell 
chis uncontroverted Fact, that ſome Authors, even zealous and 
able Defenders of the Doctr ine of the Bleſſed Trinity, both anei- 
ent and modern, have uſed them in a Senſe that includes the 
Father's perſonal Froperty, andſtherefore have aſcribed. them to 
the Father only in that Senſe hy wa) of Eminence as ſom ſpeak,” 
or emphatically as others ſay. What Texts: of Scripture, or Ar- 
ticle of our Confeſſion of Faith, or Catechiſms, is by any or all 
of theſe Particulars impugnn' d, or deny'd; or rendred doubt - 
ful, the Defendant owns | himſelf ſo. weak as not to perceive; 
and therefore, if the Presbytery ſhall find any of them rele- 


Scripture; Cc. and allow him Time to conſider them, that᷑ if 
convinced ef a. Fault or Miſtake, he may correct it. 
foreſaid Senſe, which he is perſuaded he never ſaid in teaching; 
and he denies it. twice in his foreſaid Anfwers, vi. on ne. 
zd. and Queſt ath. Only in his ſaid Anſwers, two or three 
Lines before the Firſt Head of Recapitulation, Page 33. be 
lays of theſe Terms, They either actually have been; or may: 
be meant by ſome Authors, whether the Words be ſed: 

0" right or wrong” the evident Senſe of which is; may poſſibly 52. 
Fact be meant, but not ightly as the Words of the Libel ſeem 
to import. Wherefore he ſuppoſes this Clauſe has been inſert- 
ed into the Libel by Miſtake: / 5d 30000 e mt eg; 
6thly, He hopes it is not charged as a Fault, that he fays, 
« When any, or all of theſe Terms are taken in à Senſe intlu. 
<« ding the Father's perſonal Property (whether. PATE or 
« wrong Uſe of theſe Words) they cannot in that Senſe he truly 
ce affirmed of the Perſon of the Son or: Holy Ghoſt; Which is 
what he ſays in his ſaid Papers: And e thinks his Meaning is: 
not well repreſented in the Libel, by theſe general and anbi - 
guous Words, And ſont belonging ty the Sn 

. 7thly, The Libel alledges he {aid theſe: Terms <|Mightthe- 
<« long to the Son, in ſuch a Senſe as included not the perfonaÞ 
Property of the Father. This me alſo thinks is inf@rted! by 
Miſtake, becauſe hezſays expreſly inithe ſaid Letter, in Anſiver: 
to the Report about Summus Deus, Then they would traly2 


non eſt ens nece ſſurium. they: (to wit, che Terms ens nee 
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vant, he craves that they may point out .to:him ſuch Paſſages ot 


. $thly, Tis alledged he ſaid theſe Lerms may be taken in che 5 


c agreegto him(the Son), and\in\AnſwertothatReportChriſfus - 


13 * 


1 
* & independens) would no doubt agree to him, (the Sen)" 


wich he repeats in his foreſaid Anſwers. 


Sthly, Tis alledged, He told not what that Senſe was. This 
he takes to be another Miſtake in Fact; becauſe in his {aid 
Letter, in Anſwer to the Firſt Report, he ſays exprefly, But if 
(the Words Summus Deus) be meant of Chriſt's being the Creator 
and Sovereign Governour of the World, or of the eſſential Per- 
fections that are commcn to the Father and the Son, then they 
would truly agree to him; and told them (the Students) 
that Pictet manifeſtly took them in this Senſe ;, according to which, 
all bis Arguments were concinſive, which I ſhewed in the particu. 
lar Explication of them. This plainly determines the Senſe in 
which the Words Summus Deus (which occuredto the Defen- 
dant in teaching) will truly agree to the Son; and may alſo 
determine the Senſe in which the other Terms or Titles do no 
doubt agree to him; Which the Defendant, in his then great 
Affliction and Weakneſs, thought needful to repeat in a Letter 
to his Reverend Brethren, who by Parity of Rea on could apply 
this to the other Terms. He thought it alſo needleſs to repeat 


it in his fore aid Anſwers, judging it ſufficient therein to ſhow | 


the Reverend Presbytery that their Concluſions followed as 
_ and juſtly from the Do&rines mentioned in his Letter, as 


from the Paſſages of our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſm, 
from which the Presbytery in their References inferr'd them. 


rticular 


Beſides, he did not think himſelf obliged to give 2 
Senſe of ſome Terms that he made no Uſe of in Teaching, they 
not occurring in Holy Scripture, or aur Confeſſion, or in that 
Part of the Syſtem he taught on the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


But finding that his Reverend Brethren did not take ſuch No- 


tice of the Senſe 2 in the foreſaid Paſſage of his Letter, 
as to apply it to t 

them in this Point, he did, in his Repreſentation given in to 
1 3 the 29th of March laſt, apply the ſame Senſe to the other 
Terms mentioned, namely, — 

ſential Perfections that are common to all the Divine Perſons; 


So he hopes this Miſtake is fully removed by what is ſaid in 
this and the other Papers: Whence it will alſo appear, that his 
abſerving to the Students the different Senſes wherein theſe 


Terms are taken, even by zealous Friends of the Truth, is an 


uſeſul Caution te them; tho he did not inculcate it upon 
them, unleſs his mentioning it in his three foreſaid Papers be 


called ſo. 


From the Whole, the Defendant pleads, that there is nothing 
_ rpleyant in apy, or all the Branches of this Article that is a. 


Oo 


greeable to what is Fact. 
A Third Allegation is, And 


e, that yo nale take , u Pie of C i 


e other Terms; that he might undeceive 


en they are taken to ſignify Eſ. 


2 further you eh e after 
5 7 the foreſaid Diſtindion with Reſpe to the Selfcexiſt- 
dee of 69 


„ 


Caution or Inſtruction, both to you and the Students, i the Pres. 


bytery of Glaſgow would declarr the true Meaning of that Engliſh 

Term of Art, as you thought fit to call it,when it i to be affirmed of 

the Perſon of the Son; and you ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. 
Anſ. 1ſt. The Defendant humbly thinks theſe Words of the 


Libel, You uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the foreſaid Diſftincti- 


on with Reſpect to the Self-exiitence of the Son, have erept into 
the Libel by Miſtake. For to his Remembrance, he never but 
once mentioned in teaching, That being of N:ne was the ſame 
that many Authors underſtood by the Word Self-exiſtent, as ſaid 
above. And he only once ſaid, he would take it as 2 ice of 
uſeful Caution or nſtruct ion, both to himſelf and the >tudents, 
if the Presbytery of Glaſgow would declare the true Meaning 
of that Engliſh Term of Art, when it is to be affirmed of the 
Perſon of the Son, or of the Holy Ghoſt ; namely, in his tore- 
ſaid Anſwers on g. 3d. So that he neither uſed to affirm, nor 
inſiſt on the foreſaid DiſtinRtion, as the Libel ſays he did. And 
he alſo humbly thinks it is no Fault, that he deſired the Pres- 
bytery of Glaſgow to inſtruct him in the true Meaning of that 


| Term, when to be applied as aforeſaid; but was on the con- 
| trary à Piece of dutiful Reſpe& to his Reverend Brethren, and, 


Regard to the Truth, that he might learn from them any uſe- 


ful Caution and Inſtruction to himſelf and his Students: Which 


he hadReaſon to hope they would chearfully grant, by explaining 
to him their own Senſe of a Term which they would have him 


to make Uſe of; while they ſeem to charge it on him as a Fault, 


that he does not determine the Senſe of ather Peoples Terms, 


which he does not make Uſe of in teaching. 
2dhy, His calling the Word Self-exiſtent an Engliſh Te 
Art, ſeems to he charged as a Crime; which he humbly con- 


ceives is not relevant, altho' he had been miſtaken in calling 


Term of 


it ſo. Yet ſo far as he has had Occaſion to obſerve the Uſe of 


this Word in Engliſh Writers, it appears to him to be an Ex- 


Fiſh Term of Art, and, as it ſeems, lately invented, he having 


never, to his Remembrance, read it in any Book printed above 


40 Years ſince, tho? perhaps others may have read it in older 


Books. He likewiſe finds it taken negatively, for bein 
None, by the woſt zealous Friends and able 
Independent, Self-exiſtent God. Which is underſtood of 


And Mr. Nelſon's anonymous 


** Self-exiftent Being: If the Meaning be, that i 5 


of 
efenders of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, who underſtood exactly the Engliſh Language. 
duch as the learned and honourable Author of the critical 
Hiſtory of the Creed, Page 64. © This Expreſſion of one 
© God, ——denotes our Faith, That there is but one Eternal, 


* 


| God the Father, as is plain from his Words in the preceeding 

Page, and what follows in this. gd” | 
| | Friend againſt Dr. Clark, Page 
54. © Again it is ſuppoſed that the Term & oy ſigniſies the 


# 
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ce is an eſſential Part of the ide of Being, the Perſon affirm- 


cc ing it, is oblige? to prove it; ſince others are of Opinion, 
< and with good 
« of exiſting of the firſt Perſon in the Divine Being, than to 
ce the Nature and Eſſence of the Being it ſelf, —— If through- 
4e ly conſidered, it is a poſitive Term, for a negative Idea, 
ce and imports no more than that the Perſon or Subject, of which 
ce it is affirmed, derives not its Exiſtence from another Per- 
« fon; ſo that the Son, in reſpect of his Divine Nature, may 
<, receive the Names as expreſſing him as Being; and yet they, 
<* Who give them him, not incur the Blame of falling into Sa- 
e Be llianiſin, or making him Self exiſtent.” Fi 
And the Author of ſome Conſiderations againſt Dr. Clark, 
Page 11, 12. cited in Dr. Clark's Anſwers, Page 226—229, 
There may be Emanations neceſſary, tho? not indeed Self- 
<< exzſtent, from the one Self-exiſtent Being. Whatever is in 
& any Manner derived from the Self-exiftent Being. muſt 
© be neceſſary, — The Nature of that Being, who is 7 75 
«© exzſtent, may be communicated, tho* the Character of Self- 
© exiſtence cannot: Which is no more than to ſay, the Nature 
* of the Father may be communicated, tho' the paternal Cha- 
ce rater and Relation cannot. —- Self-exiſtence is not proper- 
e ly the Nature of God, nor a primary Attribute of his Eſſence, 
<© but only a Mode of Subſiſtence.” TR 
Dr. Calamy's Sermons, on the Trinity, Page 250. © The Mar- 
c ezonites and the Manichees after them held two Self-exiſtent 
„„ E 1 
Dr. Waterland's firſt Defence of Queries, Page 121.“ Here 
© are ſeveral Miſtakes. _ 1/f, The Idea of ſimple Eternity is 
cc not the ſame with that of Neceſſary-exiſtence; Nor 2. Is it the 


<« ſame; both with Neceſſary-euiſtence and Selfexiſtence, — 25 


cc poſing it were the ſame with the former. Page 122. 
cc 


leas of Neceſſary-exiſtence and Sel frexiſtence — are not the 


& ſame Ideas. Ariſtotle and Plato ſuppoſed the World, c. 
<«"to be neceſſary, but not Self-exiſtent. Something like this 
<< has been conſtantly believed by the Chriſtian Church, in 


cc reſpe& of the e Page 223. Vou argue, if the Son be 


« Eternal, he is Neceſſarily-exiſting, which 1 allow: And if 
% Neceſſarily-exifting, then Self-exiſtent, which I deny: And 
cc Vu Cannot prove. Margin of that fame Page, the Dr. cites 
« from Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria. Neither Was, nor 
<« Always, nor Before the Ages or Worlds, is the ſame with 
c Unbegotten. . This (ſays Dr. Waterland) was ſaid in Oppo- 
<< ſition to the Ariaus, who were willing to confound the tea 


ef Eternity, and of Neæceſſary-exiſtence, with Self-exiftence. 


« And Page 124. Foot Margin, He calls it Dr. Clark's ead- 
50 ng Fallacy, that the Son cannot be ſtrictly and effentially God, 
ce unleſs he be Self-exiſtent and Unoriginate in every. Senſe 

8 * 1 | A 9 : ry r G 5 wa, C4 


Reaſon, that it rather relates to the Manner 


| © bellians, in particular, might pretend that the Son being 


ce deny it abſolutely ; We ſuppoſe it negative and: relative 5 


cc in the intermediate only begotten Nature of God the Word, 


being «nbegotten and being a Creature.” 


neſſes: That therefore he may be allowed a conjun& Proof, or 


| Teaching or Speaking . that thereby the whole Strain and Im- 
ſu 


PP ( 71 * 5 . 
& Page 137, 138. In explaining theſe Words of Novation, Hias 
& ergo cum ſit genitus a Patre, ſemper eſt in Patre; ſemper au- 
ce tem fic dico, ut non innatum ſed natum probem, lays, There 
cc might be ſome then, as well as now, who knew not how to 
ce diſtinguiſh between Eternity and Self-exiſtence. The Sa- 


cc Eternal, muſt be the Self-exiſtent Father , himſelf, Page 
6 371. I neyer pretend that Self-exiſtence is an eſſential 
« Character of God. Vou might have conſidered, that we 


de and call it a perſonal Character. And downwards, he calls 
cc Self-exiſtence an equivocal Word. 2d Defence, Page 48, 49. 
ce The Arians Feten —— That the Son muſt be either an- 
ce begotten or a Creature: And he cites a Paſſage of Alexander 
c Biſhop of Alexandria, who ſays, That betwixt theſe Two comes 


ce by whom the Father made all Things out of nothing, to which 
* the Dr. aſſents, underſtanding: by. Nature, Per ſan. And 
<«< blames his Antagoniſts for borrowing their main Principle 
ce from the Arians That God the Son cannot be God in the 
« proper Senſe, -unleſs he be Unoriginate and Self-exzſtent as the 
te unbegotten Father himſelf; there being, as you conceive, no 
© medium between Self-exiftence,” in the higheſt Senſe, and 
ce precarious Exiſtence, that is, in plain Words, —— between 


* 


— the following Grounds of Exculpation, againſt the 

> ® whole Charge contained in the Libel, and of which he 
crayes he may be allowed a Proof, vig. That in Regard the Li- 
bel is founded, in a great Meaſure, upon the Emiſſion of Words 
alledged to have been uttered, at à great Diſtance of Time, 
without condeſcending upon the particular Occaſion, Subject, 
or full Conne&ion of the Diſcourſe upon which they were ſo e- 
mitted ; and, that the particular Expreſſions, and the Connecti- 
on of them, may eaſily have eſcaped the Memory of the Wit- 


\ 'ND now in the Loft Place, The Detendant does offer 


a. preferable Proof, for Exculpation, ___ every Allegation con- 
tained in the Libe), which relates to his Expreſſions uttered in 


ort of {ſuch Expreſſions may fully appear; which is the only 
Rule by which the Defendant's Sent hients'can-be meaſured or. 
judged; , And when, that is allowed: him, he offers to prove, 
That any Expreſſions contained in the Libel, that were deli- 
berately uttered by him, which, ſeparately” taken, might ap- 


pear unſafe or impertinent, will, when the whole Strain of his 


Diſcourſe at the Time is conſidered, appear ſafe, blameleſs and 
1 a e ee ee ee eee e 
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fo offers to prove in his Exculpation, that he uſua 
ing, explains the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, in ſuch Terms 


r 1 
agreeable to the Holy Scriptares, our Confeſſion ef Faith and 


ng UT EO I OT ĩ EOTY 7 8 
2dly, In regard the Libel does not alledge, That the Defen - 
dant did habitually, or at ſeveral Times, utter ſuch Expreſſi- 


» 


ons in Speaking or Teaching, ſo that an Expreſhon might poſ 
ſibly os fallen inad vertently from him in th | = 
cially conſidering his late (a that lime). 
great Weakneſs and bodily Indiſpoſition : That therefore, in 
order to redargue, that any ſuch Expreſſions, if perchance ut- 
tered, were the. Defendant's ſettled and deliberate Sentiments, , 


ing or Teaching; ef 


he way be allowed to prove, That he uſually, in his Teaching, 


explains the Doctrine of the. Bleſſed Trinity in ſuch Terms, as. 


are ſtrictly agreeable to the Holy Scriptures; namely, in the 
expreſs Words of our Confeſſion and Catechiſms : which, it is ho- 
ped, will ſufficiently ſhow, that no Regard ought to be had to 


any ſuch 49% Ow as is capable of an ill Meaning, that might 


have eſcaped him; which human Frailty, in a Courſe of 
Speaking or Teaching upon nice and important Points, cannot 


avoid. 5 | 5 8 
Upon the whole Matter, ſeeing that the Libel, as given out 
to the Defendant to anſwer, does not mention any definite Place 
where the Expreſſions charged in the Libel were uttered; That 
it does not lay the Charge within the Compaſs of one certain 
Lear, as is done in all Criminal Libels, and ought much more 
to be ſo done in a Libel for the Emiſſion of Words ; That it is 


rot alledged, that the Defendant did habitually, or at ſeveral 
Times in Teaching or Speaking, utter the Expreſſions libelled ; 


That the Libel includes a great Space of Time, in which there 


was no fame clameſa, or a particular Accuſer for the Expreſ- 
ſions ſaid to be uttered within that Time, contrary to the 
Ru'es of the Church in the Form of Proceſs; That the Libel 


does not expreſs the particular. Texts of Scripture, or the Parts 
in our Confeſſion and Catechiſms, to which the Expreſſions con- 
tained in the Libel are repugnant, as was n and oh- 
endant has fully 
ſhown in his Anſwers, that ſome Part of the Charge is neither 
repugnant to the Holy Scriptures, nor the Doctrine of this 
Church, nor tends to undermine or ſhake the Belief of the 


ſerved in Mr. Webſter's Caſe 3; That the De 


ſame ; That he owns, that other Parts of the Charge are not 


his Sentiments, but if 22 the Words were uttered, that it 


might be an Eſcape of the Witneffes in Hearing, or of him in 


Speaking; That he offers to prove in his Exculpation, that ſuch 
the Words in the Charge, as were deliberately uttered by 
him, will appear blameleſs, when the whole Strain and Con- 


nection of his Diſcourſe at the Time is conſidered; That he al- 
ly in Teach- 


as arg agreeable te the Hely Scriptures, namely, in the expreſs 
. | | Words 


e Courſe of Speak-, 
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Words ef eur Confeſſion- and 2 ms : It is therefare hum! 
bly hoped, that the Reverend Presbytery will find, That the 
ibel is altogether irrelevant, or that it is elided by the above 
Defences and Anſwers; or that the Grounds of Exculpation e- 
red are relevant to exculpate him from the Charge laid a- 
At leaſt, iff caſe the Presbytery ſhall find, That there yet res. 
nains any Relevaney, in any of the Articles of the Libel, thas 
hey will point out the ſpecial Articles, which they judge to be. 
zlevant, with their ſpecial Reaſons, and the particular aſlages 
pf Holy Seriptures, Confeſſion and Catechiſms, which ſuch 
articles do impugn deny, undermine, or ſhake the Belief of ; 
pr the particular Opinions and Expreſſi-ms contained in the Li- 


Hypotheſes that tend more to Strife than Edification ; that ſo : 
he Defendant, from a Conviction of his Error (it any be) may 

orre& it. . And in all Events the Defendant pleads, . That it 
may be reſerved intire to him to be heard againſt the Proof, if 
ny be thought needful ; and that he may be allowed to explain 
uch Expreſhons as may caſt up upon the roof, or may be ex- 

epted againſt in his foreſaid Defences. Ac cox DIN To 
USTICE. and the known Methods obſerved in all Libels, when 


ny Perſon is accuſed for the Emiſſuon of Words. 
8 e E c e e808 NC 


Particular Grounds of Excalpation offered by 
Mr. JoHN SIMSON, againſt the Libel ex- 
hibited againſt him, now lying before the Res 

verend Presbytery of Glaſgow, which he offers 
zo proven Witneſſes adduced for proving the 


"A\7:/t, That the Defendant did uſually, and within the Time 
contained in the Libel, teach as his own Judgment, and, 
ecommend as Goſpel Truth, the expreſs Words of the Articles = 
he Confe(ſt-n of Faith, oppoſed to the Articles charged in the 
ibel, viz. He taught, that our Bleſſed Tord Je ſus Chrift the 
don of God. the ſecond Perſon of the molt 'glorious and ado- 
able Trinity, is very and eternal God. of one Subſtance and e- 
ual with the Father, and that in the Unity of the Godhead 
here be Three Perſons. of one Subſtance, Power. and Eternity, 
od the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt ; the Fa- 


ber being of None, neither begotten nor proceeding ; the Som 
| a N * - K 2 5 | | | * 4 0 


fer? 


del, which are «uſed by Adverſeries in an unſtund Senſe, r 


— — 
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refers it to the Witneſſes, whether they ever heard him deny or 
| impugn any of the Articles above-mentioned, And ſuch an Ex- 


gd in the Libel, That he utcered the Expreſſions therein char ay 


a 

* 

* 

N. 
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eternally begotten of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt eternally 

proceeding 7 the Father and the Son : Which Three Perſons W. 

are one true Eternal God, the ſame in Subſtance, equal in 

Power and Glory, altho' diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Proper- . 

ties aforeſaid. - A „ Th 
2diy, That in Teaching the Equality of the Son with the Fa- 

ther, he ſhewed, That he had Life in himſelf ds the Father 

had, that is, that he was infinite, eternal and unchangeable, in 

his Being, Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, Juſtice, 9 and . I. ww; 

ther Divine Perfections; and confirmed the Truth of all theſe 

eſſential Divine Perfections that are mentioned by Profeſſor 

Pictet, in his Second Book, from Chap. 13. to the End of that 


Book, where he treats of the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, which ee 
is the Syſtem the Defendant teaches on that Subject: And he Deces 


culpation having been admitted as relevant to elide the Libel 
in Mr. Webſter's Caſe, both by the Committee for Purity of 
Doctrine, and by the General Aﬀembly 1717, and allowed pre- 
ferable Probation ; the Defendant hopes, from the Juſtice of the 
Reverend Presbytery, that they will admit it as relevant to | 
elide the Libel, and allow it preferable Probation in this Caſe, the 5 
241y, But, ex ſuperabundante, the Defender adds, That he 
offers to prove by the ſaid Witneſſes, that within the Tim 
mentioned in the {aid Libel, he did refute the ſeyeral Branches 
of the Arian Hereſy ; namely, That the Son of God is createl 
or made out of nothing, that there was a Time when he wag nt, 
that be was @ changeable and precarious Being, and the like. Ir 
Oppoſition to which the Defendant taught, T hat the glorious Sn 
N God was neither created nor made, but was the only beg 
ten Son of God, eternally begotten of bim, without any Beginning 
of his. Duration, of one. Subſtance with the Father, endued with 
the ſame eſſential infinite Per fections with him, which he ha; 
manifeſted by bis creating all things in Heaven and Earth, vi 
fible and inviſible, &c. and upholding all Things by the Word 
his Power, which declares him to be by Nature infinitely about 


pone! 
follox 
to tht 


all created, precarious and contingent Beings whatſoever, -4s ii 2 gp 
God the Father, with wham the Son and Holy Ghoſt are one God the 
the diſtinct Perſons from him, being diſtinguiſhed by their per Dei 
ſenal Properties aforeſaid. > | | 5 exp? 

And ſeeing the Nefendant uſually teaches the above mention. 5 
ed Truths, as his x d Opinion, any Expreſſion that might be ut: outs 
tered by him, inconſi ent with them, he diſclaims ; and plead uo 
that any ſuch Expreſſion ought to be conſtrutted, either as aſl Tha 


Eſcape in Hearing or Speaking; eſpecially ſeeing It is not alled- 


Zed oftyer than once 


— 


hy; 
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The Depoſitions of the Witneſſes. 


| | Glaſgow April 19th 55% 
L Wit. M. JAMES SLOSS Preacher of the Goſpel, teſid- 
1 


ing in N en 28 Years, unmarried, Ge- 


Depones, 
preſent at Proteſſor Simſon's Leſſons one Day, which, as he re- 
members, was in ſome of the Months of October, November, or 
December 1725; and alſo, That he attended his Leſſons for 


ſome Years before that Time, but with the Interruption of three 


Vears betwixt and that ſaid Day: And Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor that ſaid Day teaching upon the Doctrine of the 
Eternity of the Son of God; and, that he heard him then uſe 
or adyance Propoſitions on that Subje&, different from, 'and 
contrary to what he formerly heard him advance when teaching 


on that Subje& (as the Deponent thought :) Depones, That to 


the beſt of his Remembrance, he heard the Profeſſor ad vanee 
the following Propoſitions, viz. Pater, or Deus Pater fuit ante 
Filium, or Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate: Then the 
Profeſſor added (whether immediately or not, the Deponent 
cannot be poſitive, or whether there was à Sentence or Two'in- 


terveened) theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creure 


ab eterno: Depones, That in the former Years, when the De- 
ponent heard the Profeſſor teach, the ſaid Profeſſor gave the 
following Caution, viz. That the Term Perſon, when applied 
to the Blefſed Trinity in the Godhead, was not to be taken pre- 
ciſely in the ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Creature; and, that 


he does not remember, that the Profeſlor gave, or had Occaſi- 


on to give that Caution when he heard him laſt. . De ceteris ig- 
norat. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet: And this is the Truth, as he ſhall 
anſwer to God. TER | 6.5 8 

Being interrogate, at the Profeſſor's Defire, It he heard him 
the ſaid Day above deponed on, teach, That Chriſtus, aut Filius 
Dei fuit genitus ab eterno? Depones, That the Profeſſor then 
expreſſed a great many Orthodox Propoſitions, and a great 


many that the Deponent thought not ſo; and as to the parti- 
cular Propoſition in the Queſtion, the Deponent cannot declare , 
upon Oath, That he heard the ipfſſime ' verbs of it: Depones, 


hat he can remember none of the Terms the Profeſſor uſed a- 
nent that Propoſition. Being interrogate, W the Profeſſot that 


Day uſed the following Argument for proving the eternal Gene- : 


ration of the Son, vi. Si ſupponatur Deum Patrem non po- 
| | ” F | taiſſ⸗ 


hat during the Time: libelled, he was 
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tuiſſe generare Flium ab etern», ſequeretur Patrem aliquamdiu 
4 exiſtere, ut capax redderetur generandi Filium; quod evi. 


enter abſurdum eſt? Depones, That he does not remember 
the ſame, And this is alſo the Truth as he ſhall anſwer te 
God. Being further interrogate for the Profeflor, If the Pro- 


feſſor uttered the above Propoſitions deponed on, viz. Pater 
or Deus Pater fuit ante Filium, Cc. and Ni ſupponamus, Tc, 


as his own Opinion or the Opinion of others? Depones, That 
be took it to be delivered as the Protefor's own Opinion. And 


his is alſo the Truth, af ſupra. Ja. Sross. 


Is. Rope Moderator. 


2 N on 1 April 20, 1727. , : 
II. Wit, R. JAMES RITCHIE Probationer, reſiding 
IVI in thePariſh of Campſie, aged 25 Years, Ce. 
Depones, That he heard Proteſſor Simſon ſeveral Times teach 
in the Divinity Hall of the College of Glaſgow in the Month 
of December 1725, and ſome Times in January, February and 


March 1725. and alſo heard him teach ſeyeral Seſſions pre: 


ceedinz that Time; and that he was not teaching upon the 
Subject of the Trinity directly, to the Deponent's hearing, 
when he explained the Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 


wherein it is contained, or the Chapters of the Syſtem or Sy: 


ſtems he taught that Year on that Point, and that any Thing 
he heard of that Subje&, were only Hints of the ſame, whicy 
occafionly were given on other Points of Divinity, and that 
the Doctrines which he heard in theſe Hints were not different 
(as ke thought) from what he had heard the Profeſſor teach in 


former Years; but whether the Arguments he had made uſe of 
in ſome of theſe Hints were the ſame that he made uſe of if 


formerly, the Deponent cannot be poſitive : Depones, That ip 
the Years he attended, preceeding the Time 1ibelled, the Pro- 
feſſor gave the following Caution, viz- That the Term Perſon, 
when applied to the Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be 
taken preciſely in the ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Creatures ; 
but did not hear him give that Caution in the Year 1725, the 
Profeſſor not being on that Subject when the Dponent attended: 
Depones, That he heard an Argument made uſe of by one of 
the Students, and propoſed to the Profeſſor, whereof the Con- 
eluſion was, Then the Son js Dependent ; to which the Profeſſor 
anſwered, That the Terms Dependent and Independent could 


not be properly applied to the Relations of the Divine Perſons. 


Being Interrogate for the Profeſſor, Whether or not he heard 


the Profeſſor teach as his Opinion, that the Son of God the ſe- 
cond Perſon of th Trinity, was very and eternal Gad, of one 


Subſtance, and equal with the Father: Depones, That he 
heard the Profeflor alert, That the three Divine Perſons were 
ef ane Subſtance, Power and Eternity, and that he had _— 
r 
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885 „ 27. 1 
preſſion, They are equal in Power and Glory; that is, Inſinite, 


Eternal, Unchangeable in their Being, Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, 


Juſtice, Goodneſs, and other Divine Perfections, and that he ad - 
ded from that Text in the S:cond Pſal. Iwill declare the De- 
cree, thon art my Son this Day I have begotten thee ; This Text 
proves, that the Son is as ancient as the Decree, that is, Eter- 


nal. And Depones, That the above Expreſſions were uttered | 
in December 1726, or ſome of the Months of Fanuary, Febru- 

ary or March 1725, when the Profeſſor was teaching on the 
Eight Chapter f the Confeſſion, of Faith. Being interrogate, it 


he heard the Profeſſor afſert, That all the Divine Ferte&ions 


belonged to the three Perſons of the God-head ? Depones, I har 


he heard the Profeſſor aſſert, when explaining the foreſaid 
Chapter of our - Confeſſion of Faith, That there mas nothing af+ 
firmed of the Father, but what ought to be, or ſpould be affirmed 
of the Son, except the Father's Perſonal Property, whiob is incom- 


municable. Being interrogate, if or not he heard the Profeſ- 5 


ſor uſe this Argument, That from created Perſons having each 
a different Subſtance, we could not infer or | conclude that each 
Divine Perſon behoyed to have 2 different Subſtance, becauſe 
the Subſtance of created Perſons was finite, and the Divine 
Subſtance was immenſe ? Depones, That he has heard him uſe 


| that Argument. Cauſe ſrientiæ patet. De ceteris ignoret. And | 


this is the Truth as he ſhall anſwer to God 
T | © eren 
JI. Ro Moderator. 


Ill. wit. M TR. ED WAR D BOY D Student of Divinity 
in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged 22 Years, 


| Tc. Depones L hat he has attended Profeſſor S7mſon's Leſſons in 
the Divinity-hall of the College of Glaſgow, ſince URober-1725, 

and à Seffion or two before that Time : De pones, That he 

thinks the Profeſſor altered his Method of Teaching upon the 


Subject of the Bleſſed Trinity, ſince October 1725, from what he 
uſed in the Vears preceeding: Depones, That the Profeſſor 
being the Time libelled teaching the Chap. de creatione in Mar- 
ti medulla Theologia Chriſtiane, that the Sentence, Non tamen 
Bic potuit ab eterno creari, quia ens eternum eſt a. argv J in- 
dependens, the Profeſſor ſhewed himſelf diſſatisfied with the 
Argument; and added or ſaid, Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed nen ens 
neceſſarium, or non neceſſario exiſtit, or non neceſſarius eſt. Does 
not mind which of the Expreſſions, but is poſitive the Profeſ-. 
ſor uſed one of them: And Depones, That the ſaid Argument 

of Mark is again& the eternity of the World, and that he does 
not remember the Words the Profeſſor ſhewed his Diſſatis- 
faction with the ſaid Argument by: Depones, That when the 


Profeffor was teaching on the Chap. in Mark, de Trinitate, Parag. 


5+ on theſe Words, vi. Eas perſonas convenire, tum in una efſen- 
CE LE oo tia, 
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VV. wit. 1 


( 78 ) 


Profeſſor ſay, That we were not to underſtand by Homuouſion, 
either a Numerical or Specifical Eſſence; for if Numerical, 
then it would be Sabellianiſin, and if Specifical, then it would 
make Three Gods; but that it was talis eſſentia quæ admittit 
tres perſonas & unum Deum. But whether the Profeſſor gave 
that Remark on the Homoouſion, as his own Judgment, or of 
the Nzcene Fathers, he does not remember; but thinks that the 
Profeffor expreſſed the ſaid Words, That it. was talis eſſentia que 
edmittit, &c. as his own Opinion; and the Deponent does not 


remember, that the Profeſſor gave any Name to, or attempted 
to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs Depones, 


That he heard the Profeſſor aſſert, That the Three Perſons 
were all indeed one GOD, and had all the ſame. Infinite Divine 
Perfections; but does not remember to have heard the Profeſſor 


add, That whether the Subjelt of theſe Perfectious was different 


was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we need not determine. 5 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor; Depones, That the 
Time libelled, he heard him teach upon the ſecond Chap. of 
the Confeſſion of Faith the Doctrines therein, in the Words of 
the ſaid Confeſſion, and he heard him teach them as his own 
Judgment, ſo far as he remembers: Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor upon the 2d Parag. of the 8th Chap. of the ſaid 
Confeſſion, and heard him explain the ſaid Paragraph 1 De- 
Pones, He does not remember his Explication, but was pretty 


wellſatished with it at the Time : And Depones further, That 


the Profeſſor paſſed by the Words One Subſtance, without fſay- 
irg one Word on it, ſo as he remembers. Being further inter- 
rogate, If upon Mark's Argument, mentioned in the former 
Part of this Depoſition, he heard the Profeſſor fay, That: that 
Argument was not 2 againſt Ariſtotle and other Philo- 
ſophers; Depones, T hat he did not ment ion Ariſtotle or any 


other Philoſopher to his Remembrance, in the laſt Seſſion of the 


College; but this Seſſion he did quarrel the ſame Argument as 
inſufficient againſt Ariſtotle: And Depones, That he did not 
give the ſame Reaſon for it this Year as he did in the 
former, to the Deponent's Remembrance. Cauſe ſcientiæ patet. 
De ceteris ignorat. And this is the Truth, CC. 
| | | | Ev w. Borp. 
JA. Ro RE. Moderator: 


R. ALEXANDER DUN CAN, Student of Divini- 
3 ty in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged 23 Vears, Cc. 
Depones, I hat he attended the Profeor's Leſſons in the Col- 
lege of Glaſgow for ordinary, from about the End of November 
1726, till near the End of that Seſſion; That he has attended 


only about Three Afternoons this Seſſion: And Depones, KOT 
= | | | 1 Lo WP 


ta 3 per homoouſion ex reſſerunt Niceni, . he heard the 
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Ihe attended the ſaids Leſſons tor Three Seſſions preceeditg the 


ſaid Seſſion, which began in Oober in the ſaid Year 1725: And 
Depones, That he was not preſent when the Profeſſor taught 
ſome Chapters in Pictet; But from what he remembers the Pro- 
ſeſſor taught on that Subject, he thinks he did alter his teach- 
ing upon the Subject of the Trinity, from what he had done 
in former Years, preceeding the ſaid Month of November 1725: 
Depones, That in the ſaids former Years, the Profeſſor, when 
explaining the Term Perſon, in Relation to the foreſaid Sub- 
jet, gave the following Caution, vi. Perſona non hic ſumitur 
eodem ſenſu, ac quando applicatwr hominibus, 2. ſenſu ana- 
logico. But in the latter End of the Year 1725, he gave no ſuch 
Caution, nor ſince to his Remembrance: Depones, About the 


End of the ſaid Year 1725, or in ſome or other of the Months, 
toward the Beginning of the Year 1726, a Student propound- 


ed a Difficulty, which he thought aroſe from ſomething the 
Profeſſor had taught; and in urging the ſame, the Deponent 


| remembers the Queſtion concerning Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence 


came to be handled ; but does not remember the Way in which 


it was propoſed, vi. Whether directly, or by Inference : De- 
pones, (as he thinks) The Profeſſor {aid in Anſwer to this, We 
do not know; Or, That it was. a Thing we know nothing a- 


bout ; Or other Words which the Deponent is certain did bear 
no other neceſſary Meaning. Depones, That the Profeſſor when 


ſpeaking to the foreſaid Student, did ſay ſome Term or Terms 


which the Student uſed on this Occaſion were impertinent; 
but dares not condeſcend on any Thing more particular with 
Reſpe& to the Terms uſed. Depones, That the Profeſſor, the 
Time libelled, when he had read in Profeſſor Marb's Compend, 
the Chap. de creatione, and the Firſt Argument uſed by the 


{jd Author for proving the World could not have exiſted from _ 


Eternity, viz. Ens eternum eſt neceſſarium, found Fault with 
the ſame ; and to make good what he had aflerted in the Chal- 


lenge, afferted, according to the beſt of the Deponent's Re- 


membrance, Chriſtus ef eternus, non tamen neceſſarius; but 


is not poſitive theſe are the exact Words the Profeflor-uttered, 


and this was uttered the Seſſion of the College preceeding this 
preſent Seffion. PE 7. ĩͤ Es 40 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor: Depones, That he heard 


him teach upon the ſecond Paragraph of the 8th Chapter of 


the Confeſſion of Faith, That the Son of God, the Sccond- Perſon 


of the Trinity, is Very and Eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 
gual with the Father; and taught it with Satisfaction, as the 
Deponent thought. Cauſe: ſecientie pater. De ceteris gnorat. 


And this is the Truth, Ce. | | 
e A Al Ex. DN cx. 
J Ron » Moderators 
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V. Wit. R.WILLIAM DENNISTON, Student of Divini- 

% V4 ty in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged 25 Years, 
&c. Depones, That he has attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons 
in the College of Glaſgow, ſometime ſince Ofober 1725, and 
attended the ſaid Leſlons Five Seſſions of Teaching preceed- 
ing that Time: Depones, That there was one Particular 
wherein he thought the Profeſſor altered his Way of teach- 


ing, ſince the ſaid Month of October, from what he had obſery- 


ed him do formerly, anent the Doctrine of the Trinity: De- 
pones, That in the Years preceeding the ſaid Seſſion, 
which began in October 1725, the Profeſſor uſed to give 


the following Caution, viz. That the Term Perſon, when ap- 


plied to the Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be 
taken preciſely in the ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Crea- 
tures: Depones, That laſt Year he was not preſent when 
the. Profeſſor taught in his ordinary Courſe on the Doctrine 
of the Trinity, and ſo knows not whether he then . gave it 


or not; and, that he was preſent this Seſſion. but does not re- 


member whether the Proteffor gave the ſaid Caution, when 
teaching on that Subject ar not; and remembers not that ever 
he heard him give that Caution ſince the ſaid Month of Odo. 


her 1725 : Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor this Seſſion 


give it as his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons in the Tri- 
2#y are not to be ſaid to be either numerically or ſpecifically One 
in Eſſence ; and, that he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That it was 
fuch an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and excluded Three 
Gods; and, that he heard him give no Name to, or attempted 
to give no other Notion of that Oneneſs, beſides what the De- 
ponent has above-mentioned : And depones, That the Profeſſor 
uttered the above Propoſitions in Latin. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet. 

De ceteris ignorat. And this is the Truth, &c. = 
| | Wirtrtiam Brown, 
Ja. Ro; Modr. © 


| April 21. 1727, | 


VI. Wit. XTR. WILLIAM BROWN, Student of Divinity 
in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged. 24 Years, 
c. depones, That he has attended Profeſſor Simſen's Leſſons 


in the College of Glaſgow, ſometimes ſince the latter End of 


December 1725, but has not attended this Seſſion; but that he 
attended ſeveral Seſſions preceeding the Time libelled : De- 
pones, That the Month of December 1725, or thereby, there 
being an Objection made by a Student to the Profeſſor, when 
the Profeſſor was prelecting on that Chapter of the Confeſſion 
of Faith about Religious Worſhip, to the beſt of the Deponent's 

emembrance 3 upon which the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the 
Son's deriving his Perfe&ions (as the Deponent remembers) 


from the Father; whereupon the Objector ſaid to the Pro- 


feſlor, 


A's 


* 


ini-feſfor; That he was a little difficulted. as to what the Profeſſor 
ars, was ſaying. The Profeſſor replied, where is your Difkculty by 
ons To which the Obje&or anſwered, to the beſt of the Deponentꝰs 
ang Remembrance, That that Way of Speaking ſeemed to derozate 
ea. | from the Son's Independeicy To which the Profeffor replied, 
ular That if Independency, or the V ord Independent, (the Pe- 
ach- ponent minds pot which, but is poſitiye it Was one of them) 
=ry. be taken in ſuch a Senſe as to include the perſonal Property of 
De. the Father, it could not be applied to the on. he Objector 
ion, inſiſted, That it the Son was not Iudependent in the ſanie senſe 
rive in which the Father was, he could not ſee that he could be 
ap- Necefſarily-exiftent. To wh'ch the Profeſſor replied, Theſe 
bs Terms ire 7mpertinent, and not at all to be | uſed in ſpeaking 
rea. Not the Trinity ; or Words to that Purp:ſe. The Obje&or 2 5 
hen Ml ded, And if the Son be not Neceſſar:ly-exiſtent, it is poſſible 
rine he might never have had a Being. Lo which the Prafeſſor ſaid, 
e it Ve know not theſe Things; or, we know not whether he 
re- might have had a Being or not; but is nat poſitive which of 
hen tbeſe it was, but, to the beſt of his Remembrance,” it was one 
ver Not them: Depones, That the Time libelled, and Place to 


. which the Libel by the Interlocutor is reſtricted, he being in 
ion Converſation with the Profeſſor, upon the Head of the Trinity, 


Toi. he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That in the Trinity there were 
One Three zntelligent Agents or Agencies: Which the Profeſſor 
was further explaining, the Deponent replied,” That, according"rg 


\ree what the rofeffor had ſaid, there muſt likewiſe be Three Be- 


inge: To which, as the Deponent beſt remembers, the Pro- 


V ords to that. urpoſe: Depones, That this Converſation was 
in the Profeſſor's own Room in the College, and that the 
Deponent's Brother, Mr. David Brown, was preſent "the 
whole Time, and Mr. Lewis Chapman came in the Time of 


of March 1726. as he beſt remembers. 9 ſcientis patet. 
De ceteris ignorat. And this is the Truth, Gel 
„ WWII I. Browne © 
VII. Wit. M R. JAMES BAIN, Student of Divinity, 
"Yo aged. 18 Years, Depones, That he .has'at- 


A 


frequently. ſince ſome Time: 1 | er 1725. but s 
fore that Seſſion: Depones, I hat the Time libelled he thinks, 


ws ap pot for the Profeflor, What Time it was he 


heard t 


4 "=> + oY . 8 
: » « 8 4 þ & a 4 


for ſaid, "Nv doubt of that, or, Certainly. there muff, or 


the Converſation ; and, that the ſame was about the latter End 


| ime in November 1725. but never be- 


to the beſt of his Remembrance, he has heard the Profeſſor 
ſay, That in the Trinity there are Three intelligent Beioge- | 


ſe Expreſſions ? -Depones, That he cannot be Poſitive® 


25 
* 3 as ; : * 
ie 
# 7 
. * * 
* * 
; * ** 


A 
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beginning in Odober 1725, Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, Oc. 
| | Witt. Lovs Modr. p. t. 


VIII. Wit. AMR DOUGAL ALLAN, Student of 
5 Divinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, That he 
attended Profetior Simſon's Leſſons in the College of Glaſgow, 
the laſt Week of February, and the whole Month of March 
1726, and ſince the latter End of December laft, and never heard 
him on the Subject of the Trinity, except on the Eighth Chap, 
of the Confeſſion of Faith; and ſo ignorat on the whole Libel, 
Being interrogate for the Defender, Profeſſor Simſen, De- 
pones, That this Seſſion he heard him teach on the 8th Chah. 
of the Confeſſion of Faith, and heard him teach the Doctrine 
"Contained in that Chapter; and heard him ſay nothing to make 
the Deponent doubt that it was the Profeſſor's own Opinion, 
Cauſa ſcieutiæ patet, Go. Fo. 
5 DouGar ALLan. 
Witt. Lovs Moder. þ* t. 


IX. Wit. Ms. WILLIAM BOYD, student of Divi- 
| 171 nity, aged 22 Years, Depones, That he at- 
tended Profeſſor s Simon's Leſſons in the College of Glaſzow 
frequently ſince about the Middle of Detember 1725, and 
three Seſſions preceeding that Time : Depones, That in 
the ſaid former Years he heard the Profeſſor give the follow. 
ing Caution, That the Term Perſon was not to be underftoog 
an the ſame. Senſe preciſely when applied to the Bleſſed Trinity, 
as when applied to Creatures : Did not hear him give it ſince 
the ſaid Month of December 1725, not being preſent when 
the Profeffor was teaching on the Subject of the Trinity: De- 
pones, That the Profeſſor (as the Deponent remembers) in ex- 
pPlaining that Chap. of ther Confeſſion of Faith. . Re- 
Iigious Worſhip and the Sabbath Day, ſeemed to ſay ſomething, 
which a certain Student thought inconſiſtent with the Son's 
Independency and Neceſſary-exiftence, who accordingly pro- 
poſed to him this Difficulty or Queſtion, Whether or not that 
med to derogate from the Son's Independency ? The Pro- 
feflor anſwered, Juſt as you underſtand the Word Independent; 
and ſo he diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Pro- 
feſſor's Letter and Anſwers to the Presbytery's Referentes, 
which Letter and Anſwers the Deponent has ſeen and read: 
_ Depones, That the Profeſſor ſaid, That the Words Dependent 

and Independent were very improper and ambiguous, becauſe 
ordinarily ſpoken of Creatures, and To not fit to be uſed with 


Reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to expreſs their per- 
ſonal Relations by. The Student replied, In whatever Senſe 
| : 5 5 os we 


as to the precile Time, but that it was ſometime in the Seſlion, | 


we Qt 
cel} ai 
eff 

ow þ 
Noſe 
follon 


Þ 


hy „ a 

we took it, if he were not „ he could not be Ne- 

ceſſarily-exiftent. To the beſt of the Deponent's Remembrance, i 

the ] rofeffor began his Anſwer with thele Words, Now. how do 1 

you know that? (but is not poſitive) However, in Regard that [| 

theſe Words were only introductory to ſome other Things that | | 
{ 


followed in the Anſwer, the Deponent cannot ſay that theſe 
Words (thus ſtanding ſeparate from what followed) were the 
full and complete Anſwer to the Difficulty. The Student re- 
plied, Then, Sir, it is poſſible the Son might not have been, 
and the Father might have been without him. The Profeſſor 
ſpoke firſt —Y to this, which the- Deponent has for- 
got; but the laſt Thing he ſpoke with Relation to this, 
was preciſely theſe Words, But the true Anſwer to it is ther, 
That is a Philofophical Nicety, which we know nothing about :- 
Depones, That the Time libefled, he heard the Proſeſſor, 
about the Middle of December 1725, ſay, That the Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were indeed all One God, tbat is, have 
all the ſame Infinite Divine Penfections; but whether” the 
Subject of theſe Perfettions be different, was another Que- 


ion, and perhaps too Metaphyſical for us to determine": 
2 1. Depones, That he alſo heard the Profeflor ſay, That the 
_ I Perſons of the Trinity were indeed repreſented to us in 
Divi Seripture as diſtinct intelligent Agents, and that they had 


at · ¶ certainly a diſtin perſonal Agency, otherwiſe we behoved to 
fay, That the Father was incarnate, and ſuffered? as well as 
d the Son. And Depones, That he never heard (to the Depo- 
in vent's Remembrance) the Prefeſſor fay, That the Three Rerfons 
low. W of the Trinity were Three diſtindt Beings. Cauſa ſcientiæ pa- 


tood tet, &c. 

ity, WII I. Boyp. 2 
vhs 8 0 WI II. LOVE Moder. p. te 
zen i 


De-W X. Wit. MTN LANG FHFHORO, Studebt of Divinity, 
IVI aged 22 Years, Depones, That he has attended 
Profeſſor $i:ſon's Leſſons ſinee Ockober 1725, but not before; 
ng, e, That he heard a Student, Mr. William Brown, pro- 
n's W poſe an Objection to the Profeſfor, ' to this Purpoſe,” u. 
ro- If the Son of God be not Independent or Self-exiftent, (which 
hat of theſe Words were uſed, or if both were mentioned, the 
o- Deponent is not poſitive) he might not have been. The De- 
t; ponent is not — what were the very Words in which the... 
o- Profeſſor gave an Anſwer to this Objecion; but after his "beſt 
Sy Re- collection, he thinks they were, How do you kniw tbat & 
4: Or Expreſſions to the ſame Meaning: Depones, That he heard 


nt the Profeſſor bring a Definition of Numerical Efſence out of 4 
ſe riſtotle, (as the De t beſt remembers) according to which 
th BW Definition, Numerical Effence is the Eſſence of an individual! 
r- WW Perſon, which cannot be communicated to any other; "and in 


*%. ; 


* 


68 


his Senſe, the Profeſſor ſaid, That the Bleſſed Trinity could 


ot be One in Number, becauſe then there could be but One Pex. 
on in the Godbead4; ls not poſitive if the Profeffor uſed theſt 
very Words, but they were theſe, or Words to that Meaning, 

Being interrogate for the Defender, Depones, That he heard 


the rofeſſor teach, as his own Judgment. the Doctrine of God 
and the Holy Trinity, contained in the Second Chap. of the Coy- 


feſſion of Faith; allo heard him teach the Eight, Chap. of the 


* of Faith, particularly the Beginning of the Second 
Se 


ion. That the Son of God, the Secord Perſon ot the Irini. 
ty, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 2 with 
the Father: Depones, T hat he has heard the Profeflor teach, 


T hat the Son hath Life in himſelf, according to that Scripture, 


Fobn v. 26. and prove by the Four uſual Arguments, That the 


Son is God; and, that the Profeſſor did not take the Word 


Go in an improper Senſe, ſo as to ſignify, one that has Spi. 
ritual Domination or Power. againſt which Notion, he warmly 
recommended to the Students, to read the great and learned 
Geſſetius upon the Mord El. chrm: Denones, That he has heard the 
Proſeſſor teach, That the Son is eterpally begotten of the Father: 


And the Deponent never heard him inſinuate in the leaſt, that he 


was created or made; That the Proteſſor did, laſt Winter, 
in general, cenſure the Arian Doctrines, of which there is a 
full Account in Theodoret's Hiſtory, to which he referred the 
Students, particularly the Doctrine, That there was a Time in 
-whzich the Son was mit; and, that he is of a mutable Nature, 
e ſcientie petet, ge 
DES Fd Hh Wirr. LANeTORPp _. 
| Wilt. LOVE Modr. p. f. 


April 25. 1727. 


xl. Wit. M. CHARLES JERVEY, Student of Divinity 
| T aged 24 Years, Depones, That he has ordinar- 


ly attended Profeſſor Simſn's Leſſons in the Univerſity of Giaſ- 


Sow, ſince October 1725, and four Seſſions preceeding that Time; 
Depones, That he thought the Profeſſor altered his Way of 
teaching concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, ſince October 1725, 


from w at he had heard him do formerly; Depones, That 
he was not preſent when a Student is ſaid to have made the 


ObjeRion referred ro in the Libel, and does not remember 
to have heard the Profeſſor mention in teaching theſe Terms, 
The Independency and Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Chriſt, ex- 
cept that one Day he heard the Profeſſor ſpeaking of the 
Term Independency, but cannot now remember the Words in 


which he expreſſed himſelf. This laſt Article in the Depoſi - 
tion refers to the Seſſions fince October 1725. Depones, That 
ince OA cher 172% he bas heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 


Three 


Numerical or Specifical to his Remembrance. 


that the Son was eternally begotten of t 
e es 


When the 
been propoſed : Depones, That in the Profeſſor's teaching on 
that Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, concerning God and 'the 
Trinity, heard him ſay, That the Three Perſons in the Godhead 
were ſo the ſame, as to be one God in Three Perſons,” and does 


* 
Three Per ſons in the Godhead, or the Three Perſons in the Tri- 
nity, were of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity; but does not 
remember to have heard the Profeflor give any Name to or 


'Attempt to give any Notion of that ameneſs or Oneneſs, in 


Power, Subitance, or Eternity; and that he. neither called ic 


A * 


Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That in the 


Seſſion, which began in Ogober 1725, he heard the Proteſſor 


one Day teach upon the ſecond Chap. of theConfeſſion of Faith, 
and that to his Remembrance he heard him not deny or impugn 


any Article of Doctrine contained therein: Depones, That he 
| has heard the Prof⸗ſſor ſay, oftner than once, that the Son is' 
very and eternal God: Depones, I hat he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
Tbat the Son ic poſſeſſed of all Divine Perfections : And Depones, 


That he h-ard' the r rofeifor deny that the Son was created or 
made, when refuting the Arian 3 and heard him teach 
he Father. Cau ſaſſtien- 


Cn. J ERV ITE. 


Ja. Ro Moderator. 


XII. Wit. R. ALEXANDER CAMPBEL Student of Di- 
8 yinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, That he 

ſometimes attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons ſince October 1725, 

and did not attend before that Time, except one Seſſion im- 


mediately preceeding: Depones, He was not preſent that Day 
bje&tion referred to in the Libel is ſaid to have 


not remember to have heard the Profeſſor give any Name to, 


or attempt to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs 7; 


but heard him uſe theſe Words, or Words to the ſame Fur- 


poſe, when explaining the ſaid Chapter, That by adhering to 
the Account laid down there, we would be on the one Hand 
ſecure from the Obje&ion of the Arians, and from running in- 
to Sabellianiſm on the other: And Depones, That he heard 


the Profeſſor uſe one or other of the two following Propoſiti- 
ons, viz. Chriſtus eſt idem ens cum Patre, tantum modo perſona 


diſtin@us ; Or, Chriſtus non eſt ens diſtinctum a Patre, ſed per- 


ſona diſtindtus. Brees is . gp . 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor ſay, That all the Divine Perfections belonged to the 


Son, except the Fathers perſonal Property; but is not poſitive | 
the Profeſſor uſed theſe very Words: Depones, That he heard . 
the Profeſſor ſay, That the Son was very and eternal God, 


and that he has heard the Profeflor ſay (as the 8 


ought - 


1 
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thought in Oppoſition to Dr. Clark) That Chi eſt Deus na- 


tara. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &c. | | 
: ALEX. CAMPBELL, 
Ja. Rog Moderator. 


R. JOHN MUIRHEAD, Student of Divipity, 
| aged 22 Years, Depenes, That during the Seſfi- 
on begun Cetober 1725, he was only preſent three Times aceiden- 
kally at Profeiſor Simſon's Leſſons, and at theſe Times the Pro- 
fellor was reading his Paper on the Scriptures: Depones, He 
attended one Sefton preceeding that above deponed on, and 
has attended for moſt art this preſent Seſſion. Knows nothing 
about the Profeſſor's altering his Method (this Seſſion) ot 
teaching anent the Trinity, from what he had formerly uſed, 
he not be ing preſent when the Profeſſor was on that SubjeR, 
but a Part of one Dyet: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard 


XIII. Wit. 


the Profeſſor teach, That the Three Perſons in the Godhead were 


the fame in Subſtance ; but did not hear him give any Name 


to, or attempt to give any Notion of that Sameneſs: Depanes, 


That he alſo heard the Profeſſor ſay, that there was one God, 
That there were Three Perſons in the Godhead, the Father, 
Sen and Holy Ghoſt ; that they were ſo far different, that 
there were different Properties applied to them, the Father 
was of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, the Son was be- 
Kotten of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt proceeding from both; 
but they were ſo far one, that they might juſtly > called the 
Me only living and true Ged. Cauſa ſctentiæ patet, &c. "ih 
7 "= ; | AIs. Man 8. 
h 1 a. Roß E Moderator. 


XIV. Wit. M. WILLIAM MON CRI E FE, Student 
| 4271 of Divinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, That 
he attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons in ar” pk laſt Seſſion 
from Candle mas, and has attended this Seſſion for ordinary, and 
alſo he attended à Seſſion immediately before that begun in 
October 1725: Depones, That he cannot tell whether the Pro- 
foffor altered his Way of teaching theſe two laſt Seſſions from 
What he uſed formerly, the Sesſion preceeding October 1725. 
| being the firſt he attended: Depones, That he did not hear the 
Objection referred to in the Libel, anent the Jndependency and 
Neceſſary exiſtence of our Saviour Jefus Chriſt, he not being 
prefent when that Objection is faid to have been made : De- 
pones, That this laſt Winter, he heard the F rofeffor ſay, That 
the Argument of Profeſſor Mark againſt the Eternity of the 
World, v. That if the World was Eternal, it muſt be Ne- 
erſſarily exiſtent, was not concluſive againſt the Arxiſtoteliaus: 
Depones T hat he heard the Profeſfor ſay, That Chriftus eſt idem 


eſſent ia cum Patre, quamvuis diſtiucta perlona; But ene | 


to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs. 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 
heard him teach, That all the . EſsentialDivine Perfect ions were 


not to have heard the Proteſſor «ive any Name to, or attempt 


cemmon co all the Three Perſons. in the Godhead, only their 


per ſona!- Properties were not common. Cauſe ſcientiæ patet, We. 


Wititanm MONCRIES 


JA. Rox Moderator. D 


XV. Wit. R. ALEXANDER BARR, Student of 
| Divinity, aged 20 Years ; 1 That he 
has frequently attended Profeſsor Simſons Leisons both the 
Sesſions ſince ſometime in November 1725; did not attend an 
Sesſion preeceding that Time. Depones, That this Sesſion 
the Profeſsor when ſpeaking on the Second Paragtaph of Mark's 
Chap. de trinitate, after reading the firſt Paragraph v. Per- 
ſonæ nomen ex ſcena ſumptum of, ſaid, Quo f boc dlicatur, 
tum non rele tribuitur nomen bet Trinitati, nam in ſrene idem 
ille varios induit charatteres, vit. modd regis, tum ſervi, cum 
interim fit eadem ſubſtantia, ſeu homo, quod in Trinetate non eff 
ita dicendum ; dic potius perſonam originaliter ſignificare deter- 
minatum & individuum Ens: Depones, That he alſo heard 


the Proteffor, when ſpeaking of the /ndependency and Neceſſary: 


exiſtence. of our Lord Chriſt, ſay, That theſe Terme were not 


Proper or fit to be uſed when ſpeaking of the Trinity; and char 


this was the laſt Seſſion: Depones, That when a Student 
trgued, That if the Son was not Independent, he was not Nece/- 
ſarily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the Father 
might poſſibly Have been without him; he heard the Profeſſor 
anſwer, How do you know that? Depones, T hat in the preceed- 
ng Seffion, he heard the Profeſſor expreſs himſelf diflatished 
with Mark's Argument againſt the Eternity of the World,-wzy. 


That it Eternal, it muſt be Neceſſarily exiſtent. And heard 


the Profeſſor give this Reaſon for his Diſſatisfaction, Nam 
Chriftus eſt eternus, ſed non eft Ens Neceſſarium, ſeu non Neceſſa- 
rio exiſtit: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard the Profeſſor 


read the foreſaid Argument of Mark; and thereupon. ſay, Euʒj 
. . | Kiſimum, interim potuit Deus dare enti 
Surationem illimitatam ;'i4 eft, facere ut fit eternum. non tamen 


eternam eft 


8 ram debet ſemper cat ſam ag noſcere, Jann 


tauſam haduit : Depones, That this Seſſion he bearde the 


Profeſsor, when teaching upon Chapter 2d. Paragraph 34. of 
the Confeſſion of Faith, ſay, The Perſons of tbe Bleſsed Trinity, 


are Ps nt, as that the perſona] Properties of the ane | cannot. 
* | 1 5 other; but not ſo as to be n Three Gods, 
97 ws HT 5 


they ſo agree as to de one God, et 


Essence; but the Depone t canmor be poſitive, that eyery one 
of the Words in the Article immediately above, are the Words 
uſcd by the Profeffor ; neither can he ſay, that any of them are 
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his in Words and hot the Profeſsor's: Depones, That thy. 
Sesſion, he heard the Profeſsor ſay, when God the Father is 
faid to have begotten the Son, It is not to be underſtood as in 

any Part of Time, and whatever is before Time is from Eterni- 
, tho in the Order of Things, we conſider tne Father as before 
the S n and Holy. Ghoſt, but not in Time. And when reading 

Pictet he heard the Profeſsor ſay, That, S Filius genitus fuit 
ante mundi creatienem,: tum ab eterno, quia eternitatis a parte 
ante non datur ullum momentum, quod ſit propius creationem a- 
Ca % Go 27 Fon & 


po 


Aipx. Bainz.  _ 
IA. RoBE Moderator, 


XVI. Wit. R. GEORGE MEEK, Student of Divini- 
1 ty, aged 19 Years, Depones, | hat he attended 
„ Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons at Glaſgow, for ordi- 
nary ſince ſometime in Nember 1725, but not any Time be- 
tore: Depones, That when the Objection was made by a Stu- 
dent, as mentioned in the Libel, and former Depoſitions, he 
heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither ꝓcu nor 1 know any Thing 
%%%%))½%!m . ⁵ ⅛ê 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he heard 
the Profeffor teach as big on Opinion, That the Son is very 
and Eternal God, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father. 
Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &c. VVVVVVVCCCCV a Ak 25 3 ad 
oo. © 8s ĩͤ v - ca G0: MESSE: + fs 
l IA. Rog E Moderator. 


II. Wit: R. JAMES RITCHIE, former Depopent, 
| TA re-examined, being interrogate for, the Profeffor, 
8 upon Queſtions not formerly asked at him: De- 
pones, That ſince the Beginning of December 1725, he heard 
the rofeſſor aſſert, as his own Opinion and defend, That the 
Son of God was nit made or created, but eternally begotten of 
the Father; That be was by Nature Gd; That he was more. 
properly God than the nf any Man could be a Man, 2 * 
endued with the very ſame Perfectious wherewith God the Fa- 
ther is : And Depones, That he heard the F rofeſſor make Uſe 
of an Argument to prove, That the Son of God was not created, 
taken from that Text in the firſt Chapter of the Goſpel accord- 
Ing to John, All Things were made by — 5 and without him was 
not any Thing made that was made. This Lext, the Profeſ- 
ſor ſaid, proved, that the Son of God was not among the Num- 
ber of Creatures, but infinitely above them, 7 every 
Thing that was made was made by the Son <. Depones, T hat 
he has heard the Profeſſor refute Dr. Clarks Notion of a God, 
when he places it in Spiritual Domination. Cauſa ſcientiæ pa. 
et, Oc. oo oo Tabs, IG Ts Foe: 17 Tas Rirc III. bs. 25 
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AA. THOMAS HAMILTON, Stu- 
dent of Divinity, aged 20 Tears, Depones, 
That he for ordinary attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leffons in 


XVII. Wit. 


Noiaſro, ſince OFobergi725 : Depones, That upon a Student's 


urging a Difficulty from ſomething that theProfeſfor was ſaying; 
the Difficulty was, That then the Son would not be Independent, 
or would be Dependent. The Profeflor anſwered, That theſe 
Terms were unfit. The Student urged further, That then the 
don might nat have been; to which the Profeſſor anſwered, 
How do you know that? or, How do we know that? Depones, 
the Proteffor added, (whether after the urging the firſt Part 
of the Difficulty, or after both Parts, the Deponent cannot be 
poſitive) That we are not ſo nicely to Philoſophize, when ſpeaks 
ing of the Perſons of the Trinity; or, That theſe were Philoſc- 
phical Niteties : Depones, That he heard the Profeſlor ſay, 
That the Perſons of the Trinity were not of the ſame ſpecifical 
Eſſence, becauſe that would be Tritbeiſm, nor of the ſame nu- 
nerical Efſente, if taken in the Senſe it was taken by ſome, ap- 
plied only to one Perſon, for then it would be Sabellianiſm: 
Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor, when ſpeaking of the 
Trinity, ſay, That it was Talis unitas que excludit Tritheiſmunm 


ſmas © unam Deum. 5 5 a 
Being interrogate for the Profeflor, Depones, That he has 
heard him teach, that the Son was Very Ged, and prove it from 
his creating the World : And, That when the Profeſſor was teach- 
ing on hi p. 2d. Par. 3d. of the Confeſſion of Faith, he heard 
him ſay, Thar it was the ſame Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the 
Perſons of the Trinity; and added, that it muſt be fo, be- 
cauſe of the Simplicity of the Divine Perfefuns. : Depones, 
That he remembers, the Profeſſor made Uſe of ſome Argu- 
ment for proving, That the Son was Eternal. Cauſe ſcientia 
| TBO. HamitroNn. 

JA. Ros; Moderator. 


XIII. wir. M. DAY ID BANNANTYNE, Stu- 


dent of Divinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, 
That he has frequently attended Profeſſor Simon's Leflans 


| fince October 1725, and attended ſome Time of the Seſſton pre- 


ceeding October 1925 : Depones, Igncrat as to the Libel. _ 
Being interrogate for the Profeflor, Depones, He has heard 

him teach, That all the eſſential Perfeſtious of the Father agreed 

to the Son, but the e Property ot the Eather could not be 

applied to the Sen. Cauſe ſtientis pater, Gr. 
TTW... Dayriy BANNANTYNE.. 

1 Js. Rows Moderator. - | 


ab una parte, Sabellianiſmum ab altera, que incladit tres per= 


- (90 7 
XIX. Wit: WI 
| Divinity, aged 24 Years, Depones, That he 
has ſometimes attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leflons ſince October 
1725, and partly that Seſſion begun in October 1724: Depones, 
hat this Seſſion of the College, he heard the Frofeſior teach, 
when ſpeaking of the Unity or Oneneſs of the Subſtance of the 
Perſons of the Godhead, that it could not be one ſpecifical Sub. 
ſtance, elſe it would lead to Tritbeiſm, it could not be numeri- 
cal, as applied to Creatures, elſe it would lead to that of Sa. 
bellianiſm, or be the ſame with the yovouoiory which is their 
Character. But the Orthodox Divines made Uſe of the Term 
One Numerical, or One Subſtance in Number, in a very good 
Senſe ; to which he agreed, and added, as the beſt Anſwer that 
we could give to the Adverſaries of that Doctrine, That in the 
Unity of the Godbead there were Three Perſons, the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, who were ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed by 
their perſcnal Properties; yet, tho" they were thus diſtingui- 
ſhed, they are but One God, both according to Scripture and 
Reaſon. . | | 
: Bing interrogate for the Profeſsor, Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſsor teach, T hat the Son of God, the Second Perſon 
of the Trinity, is very and Eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 
equal with the Father : Depones, That he has ſeveral Times 
heard the Profeſsor affirm, That all the Divine Perfections be. 
Long to the Son, as well as to the Father, only the Father's per- 
ſonal Property did not agree to the Son. Cauſe ſcientiæ pa. 
„ deeb! Wiz. Mir IIR. 
Wy IA. Ros Moderator. 


„ n 3 April 26. 1727. 
XX. Wit. M. WILLIAM M<CLAE, Student of Divinity, 
ts... aged 19 Years, Depones, That he has attend- 
ed Profeſſor Simſon's Lefſons ſince Ofober 1725 : Depones, That 
when the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the perſonal Properties of 
the Father and the Son, Mr. Brown, a Student, propoſed an 
Objection to this Purpoſe, If the Son was not Independent, 
then he was not Neceſſarily-exiſtent; and if ſo, then it was 

offible he might not have exiſted, and the Father might have 
en without 5 To which the Profeſſor anſwered, That 
this Aﬀair was not determined by Reaſon, and theſe Terms 
were not uſed in Scripture, and were inpertinent: Depones, 
That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That being of None might 
be taken in ſuch a Senſe as would exclude it from being a 
Property of the Son: Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor 
ſay, That the Unity of the Three Perſons of the Trinity was 
not ſpeci cal, becauſe. this would be to make them Three Gods: 
Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Man- 
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fg 
ner of ibis Unity was not revealed in Scripture, and that it 
emed to be above our Capacities to copcetve it. 


Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has | 


heard the Profeſſor teach, as his own Opinion, the Doctrine 
contained in the ſecond Chap. of the Confeſſi n of Faith ; De- 
pones, As to Chriſt's 2 true God, and a God of infi- 
nite * this the Profeſſor proved in his Frele&ion on 
the eight Chap. of the Confeſſion, from that Notion of God, 
with which the whole Scripture is uſhered in, vix. That of 
being Creator; and ſeeing Chriſt is ſaid to be the Creator in 
the firſt of John's Goſpel, therefore he muſt be the ſame with 
that only true God ſpoken of by all the Writers of the 01d Te- 


ſtament. Chriſt's being the true God he proved likewiſe from 


the Import of the Original Words in EN ix Chap. and 6 
Verſe, El Gibber, where he obſerved th; 
adjoĩ ned Epithet, Gibbor, could be applied to no Being but 


the true God, and that this was in the Seſſion begun in Oc- 


tober 1725, and the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame in refuting Dr. 
Clark's Opinion: Depones, That the ſaid laſt Seſſion he has 
heard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Divine Perfeſtiins be- 
longing to the Father, belonged alſo to the Son, but the perſonal 
Property: 'Alſo, that he has heard the Profeſſor teach, That 
Jeſus Chriſt is ſaid to be the Creator, and that to create 're-' 
quired infinite Perfection, and a Being of infinite Perfection 
could not be created: Further, That the Profeſſor taught the 
Son was eternally begotten of the Father without beginning” of 
Time, and the Deponent heard him teach fo, and that the Son 


was the ſame with the Father: Lo prove which, among o- 


ther Reaſons, he made Uſe of that Text in the firſt Epiſtle of 
Jahn, And there are three that bear Record in Heaven, &. 
The Authenticknefs of which Text he ſaid was diſputed by 
ſome, but be aſſerted it: Depones, That he heard the Pro» 


fetlor teach that Jeſus Chriſt, by his proper Perfections; ereat- 
ed the World; and when it is ſaid of him in the New Teſta- 


ment, by whom alſo he made the Worlds, the Particle 1a was 


&c. Wit. MCLK gi: 55 


80 IA. RoBr Moderators © 


XXI. Wit. M. JOHN ANDERSON, Student „en, 

+ aged 23 Years, Depones, That he frequently 
attended Profeffor Simſon's Leſſons ſince October 1725, and four 
Seſſions preceeding that Time: Depones, That he did not 
hear the Objection mentioned in the Libel made to the Profeſ- 
for, becauſe he was not preſent in the Hall, when that Ob- 
jection is ſaid to have been made: Depones, T hat ſince Ofo- 


ber 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor aſſert, That there way 


one God and three Perſons, =_ that theſe three were One, ſo 
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as to be the ſame in Subſtance, Power and Eternity; and doęs 
not remember to have heard the Profeſſor give the Diſtincti- 


on of Nua/nerical or Specificel Oneneſs, or give any N ame to, or 
Notion of that gusneſs, beſide what is abovementioned. 


Being interrogate for the Profefſfor: Depones, That he has 
heard the Prefeſſor aſſert, That the ſecond Perſen of the Tri- 
nity was no other God from 
poſſeſſed of all Divine PerfeF:ous with the Father, bis perſonal 
Ptoperty excepted : Depones, That he has heard him aſſert, 
That the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, aud was 
no Creature. Cauſa ſcientie patet, &c. PE OD 
ä Id. ANDERSONs 
Jar Rows Mclderater 


TA. LEwIs CHAPMAN, Student of Di- 


XXII. Wit. 


attended Protefsor Si fas Leſsors ſinoe October 1725, but not 
before that Time: Depones, That he has heard the Profeſsor 


ſay, That the Term of Independency, when made uſe of en 


the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the: Father and the 
Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as. Scriptural Expreſſi- 
ons ; but does not remember to have . heard the Profeſsor 
gee the Term Neceſſary-exiftence on that Subject: And 
Depones, That the Profeſsor's ſaying, That the Term. 
Independency, &c. was in Anſwer to a Queſtion or Objec- 
tion made by Mr. Brown Student: Depones, That he 
has heard the Profeffor teach, as his own Opinion, That 
tbe Terms. Numerical and Specifical, when applied to Sub- 
ſtances,” and taken in the © Senſe frequently uſed in the 
Schools, ought not, nor could not be applied to the Perſons of 
the Frinity, becauſe the Term Numerical, when taken in that 
Senſe, excladed Three Perſons, and that 4 Specifical would 
znfer Three Gods; but that this we were always to maintain, 
That there muſt be Three Perſons and One God, in Oppoſiticn 
to Sabellianiſm on the one Hand, and Tritheiſm on the other: 
Depones, That he has alſo beard the Profeſſor. teach; That the 
Three Perſons of the Trinity were the ſame in Subſtance, equel 
in Power and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only by their perſonal 
Properties; but does not remember to have heard him give 
any other Name to, or. Notion of that Ozeneſs, but what is 
½ſñx „„ oe $ees 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has: 
heard him aſſert and prove, That the Son was not, or could 
not be {aid to be created or made; and, that the Son muſt be 
eternally begotten, without any Beginning of Time : Depones, 
That he has heard the Profeffor aſſert, That the naming the 
Father Cauſa Filii, was @ very improper Way of ſpeaking, and. 
that Pater oft prion Filio paternitate, but not prior tempore; 
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from the Father, and that the Son was 


- vinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, That he 


an utt 
Et ern 
for it 
inſinit 
4 
the 8. 
the F 
te ha 


XXII 


Depo 
Leſſoi 
Time 
cernii 
in w! 
That 
follov 
when 


— heard the Profeſſor -fay, That there was 
an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity of the World and the- 
Eternal .. the Son of God, and gave Ae 
for it, That the World muſt he finite; whereas the 
infinite and illimited- perfections: De pones, That be heed 
the Profeſſor ſay, That the beſt Notion. we could” have of 
the Son's Eternal Generation, was given ns in Fob. y. 26. 4 

the Father hath "Life in . ſo he hath given to the" * 
to "_—_ bs we in Tf Ca penn patet, Sc. 


BWI S ene 
Ja- Ros Adra. * 


XXIII. Wit. ! g. ALEXANDER MCULLOCH, 
| Preacher at the G P 26 Years, 
Depones, That he” bas ſometimes attended - Profeſſor Simon's 
Leflons ſince Ofober 2725, and for two Seſſons preceeding that 
Time: Depones, That the Profeſſor altered his Leaching con- 
cerning the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity ſince October 1929, 
in What he obſerved him to do before that Time: Depones, 
That he heard the Profellor, before Ottober 1725, give the 
following Caution to the Students, viz. That the Term Perſon, 
when apptied. to the Bleſſed Three in the God-belid, mas not 
to be taten preciſely in the ſame Senſe,. as when ſpoken of Crea- 
tures ; and does not remember. to haue heard him give it ſince; 
the ſeid Month of October 1725 : Depones, He was not in 
the Hall when the Objection referred to in the Libel is faid. 
ſaid to have been made. * 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, 3 In the. Seton 
immediately before this, he heard the — teach, That 
the Sox of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is. Very a 
Eternal God, of i the ſame Subſtance, aud Equal with the Father 8 
Depones, That: he has heard kim alſs ſay, Chriſtus oft idem 
ens cu Patre, tantummodo perſons Aiſtincus; and has 
keard him prove, T hat the Son is eternelly begotten of the 
Father, witheut Beginning of Duration; and has heard: him 
make Uſe of that Scripture, Jobn v. 26. in 2 d 


Eternal G eneratim. Nen 1 rientiæ patet, Cc. % 


ALS M<C u Lace 8 


Ja. Ros E Aae 


XXIV. Wit. 1 FREDERICK. CARMICHAEL, Stu- 
dent of Divinity, aged 19 Years, De- 
ones, That he Amended Profeſſor Simſons Leſſons ſince Ofo-! 
ber 1725, but never before : Depones, e. as to the whole: 
3 the Libel. 8 Profeiis ” ah Thi = 
ing interrogate for the cllor, 8 1. 
heard the Profeſlor teach upon the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion - 


7 Salt . * chat he taught the Praline therein as his : 


own. 


own Opinion, and recommended them as the beſt Form of 
Words ke had ever met with, for expreſſing what the Serip- 
ture taught us concerning the Myſtery of the Trinity: 
Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach on the Eighth 
Gap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, and particularly teach, as 
his own Opinion, That the Son of God, the Second Per- 
fan. of the Trinity, ii very and eternal God, of. one Subſtance, 
aud equal: with the Fatber: Depones, That he has alſo heard 
the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, That the. Son of Gad was neither 
created nor made; and; heard him, when upon Pictet, aſſert, 
That Chriftus, Filius Dei, creaturas omnes dignitate infinite 
ſuperat, cum omnes creaverit, non ut inſtrumentum, {4 per effi- 
2 ſuæ 2 Depones, He heard the Frofeffor remark, 

hat to call the Father Cauſa Filii, was a hayſh Way of Speak- 
ing; and that he has heard him, in Oppoſition to that Way of 
ſpeaking, oftner than once, uſe theſe: Words, Pater eff prior 
—— 8 paternitate, ſed non tempore. Cauſa ſcientiæ 


FR E D. CAR MIc HAB IL. 


: Jae RORE Moderator. 2 


XXV. wit. M. JAMES PEDDEN, Student of Divinity, 
i aged 23 Years, Depones, That he has at- 
tended-Profeflor Simſvn's Leflons ſince Ofober 1725, and for 
two Seſſions preceeding that Time : Depones, That he thought 
the Profeſſor altered his Teaching concerning the Doctrine of 
the Bleſſed Trinity ſince October 1725, from what he had ob- 
ſerved formerly: Depones, that he thinks he heard the Pro- 
feſſor ſay, That the Word Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed 
Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken-in the ſame Senſe, 
as when ſpoken of Creatures, before October 1725 but does 
not remember, that he heard the Profeſſor ſay ſo the two laſt 
Years : Depones, That he was preſent when a Student pro- 
poned an Obje&ion to the Profeſſor, but does not remember 
diſtinctly either what the Objection was, or what Anſwer the 
_ Froftflor made to it; but remembers it was Mr. Villian 
Brown a Student, who made the Obje&ion, and that it was in 
the publick Place where the Profeſſor ordinarily teaches... 
Being interrogate for the Profeflor, Depones, That ſince 
October 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor read and explain the 
2 Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, and does not remember, that 
he denied or impugned any Article therein: Depones, That 
laſt Seffion he heard him read and explain the 8th Chap. of 
the ſaid Confeſſion, and teach. as his own Opinion, That the 
Son of God. the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and cter- 
nal God, of one © Subſtance, and equal with the Father ; and 
that as the Deponent thought: Depones, That he has heard 
the Profeſſor ſay; That tbe Son f God was neither made nor 


create 


created, and tbat the Son AE begotte of the Fatheb. 


Ja. Rozz Moderator. 
| \+17- LH IO X57 


XXVI. wit. MTN. JAMES STIRLING; Student of Divide, = 
aged 25 Years : Depones, That he uns attend: - 
ed Profeſſor Fimſon's Leſſons ſinee October 1725, and aPart of 


two Seſſions preceeding that Time ; Depones, That he havit 
heard him teach that Do&rine only ene Seſſion preceeding Ga- 


ber 1725, he did not obſeve any Alteration of the Profeſſor s 
Teaching onthe Subject of the Trinity fince that Time: De- 


rage That he was preſent when an Objection was made by 


r. William Brown a Student; and remembers the Concluſion 


of the Objection was, That then the Son of God would not be In- 
dependent, and the Profeſſor's Anſwer was, Theſe Terms De- 


penderit and Independent were not mentioned in Scripture, am 
— were not fit to be uſed upon this Subject Depones, 


That this Seſſion he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Three 
Perſons in the Trinity could not be ſaid to be either of one n. 


merical Subſtance, or one ſpecifical Subſtance, as theſe Terms 


were uſed by the Ariftotelian Philoſophers, when applied to ra- 
tional Creatures; becauſe it they were ſaid to be ot one name- 


rical Subſtance,as that Term is uſed by theſe Philoſophers,they 
would be but one Perſon, and if they were ſaid to be of one 


Specifical Subſtance, they would be Three Gods: Depones, 
That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, that they were ſo One as to be 
Three Perſons, and ſo Three Perſons as to be but one God; but 
does not remember to have heard the Profeſſor give any Name 
to, or attempt to give any Notion of that Oneneſs. ' © © 


Being interrogate for the Profeſlor : Depones, That he 


heard him teach the Second Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
and expreſs himſelf well ſatisfied with the Doctrine therein, 


and alſo heard him teach the Eighth Chapter of the ſaid Con- 


feſſion, and teach; as his own Opinion, That the Son of God, 


the Second'Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal God, 'of 


one Subſtance, and equal with toe Father, and that the Son of 


God was neither created nor made: Depones, That he has 


heard the Profeſſor affirm and prove, that thę Son of God was 


eternally begotten of the Father without Beginning of Dura- 
tion; and that he has heard him affirm, That the Son was by 


Nature God, and infinitely above all created Beings whatſoever. ; 


and has heard him affirm, That Pater eſt prior Filto non tem 


pore ſed ordine, and that whatever could be affirmed of the 
Father, ought to be; or ſhould be affirmed of the Son, except 
ing the Father's Perſonal Property. Cauſe ſtientiæ patet, &. 
e e 


XXVIII. Wit. 
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Divinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, That 


for ordinary he attended Profeſsor Simſon's Leſsons in the Selli- 


on begun ober 1725 and ſometime this Seſſiqn, and for Four 
Fe weding October 1725: Depones, That according to 
the beſt ſu 


udgment of the Deponent, the Profeſsor did not alter 
{tance of his Doctrine on the Trenity lance October 17255 

om what he obſeryed formerly; but that be heard him in the 
former Seſſions, the Time of the Polemick Conferences on the 

ubje& of the Bleſſed Trinity, uſe to give the following Cau. 
tion. viz. That the Term Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed 
Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken pretiſtly in the ſame 


Senſe as mben ſpoken of Creatares ; but does not remember to 


have heard him give that Caution ſince Oſtober 1725: And De. 


pones, That he did not hear the Profeſsor have theſe Polemict 


Conferepces fince that Lime, in Reſpect of his bad State of 
Health : Depones, That to the beſt of his Remembrance; he 
was abſent. when the Objection referred to in the Libel is ſaid 
pones, That this Seſſion he heard the 
Profeſsor ſay, That there was ſuch an Unity in the Godbead, 4 
was conſiſtent with a Diſtinction of Perſons, which ought always 
to be maintained againſt the Sabellians, and that there was ſuch 
2 Diſtin&ian of Perſons as was conſiſtent with Unity, which 
ought to be maintained againſt the Ar:ans. And that the Pros 
feflor added, immediately after theſe Expreſſions, That perhaps 
it was impoſſible for us, while here, to know the previſe Meaning 


of that Onenels, or Diſtintion of Perſens, and cited that Text, 


ho ſhall declare bis Generation. | 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 
heard him teach the Second Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
and alſo the Eight Chapter of the ſaid Confeſſion, and did not 
r expreſs himſelf diffatisfied with any Article 
therein, but recommended them to the Students as the beſt 
Expreſſions they could make uſe of to expreſs themſelves on the 
Subject mentioned in theſe —_—_— Depones, He has heard 

hat the Son was not created. 


Jo. MALyiNE. 
JA. Ro Moderator. 


IR. WILLIAM COATS, Preacher 
2 | of the Goſpel, aged 27 Years, Depones 
T bat he attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons the Seffion of the 
College immediately 22 this, and for ſeveral Seſhon 
before that: Depones, That he thought the Profeſſor altered his 
Teaching on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, the laſt Seſſion 
he attended, from what he had heard him in former Years : 
SW SY 5 Depones 
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Depones, That he heard Mr. William Brown, a Student, make 


® 


— 


an Objection, but minds nothing diſtinctly about it, or the An- 


ſwer the Profeſſor made to it. 


Be ing interrogate for the Profeſſor; Depones, That the 


laſt Seſſion he attended, he heard the Profeflor teach on the Se- 


cond and Eight Chapters of the Confeſſion of Faith, and teach 
the Doctrines therein as his own Opinion. And alio, Depones, 
That he heard the Profeſſor refute all the Branches of the Arzan 
Hereſy, and particularly teach, That the Son of God was nei- 
ther created nor made, but was eternally begetten of the Fa- 
ther, aud that he was infinitely above all Creatures as being 
creator: Depones, That he has heard the Profeflor ſay, That 
every Thing that is to be affirmed of the Father, is to be affirm- 


ed of the Son, except the Father's * Property ; and this 


he has heard the Profeſſor ſeyeral Times affirm. Cauſe ſcien : 
tiz patet, Oe. JJ ͤ oc gr ns 
Ja. RoBr. Moderator. 


R. ALEXANDER JOHNSTON, 

= : Student of Divinity, aged 29 Years, De» 
pones, That he has attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leflons ſome- 
times ſince Ofcber 1723, and four Seſſions of the College be- 
fore that: Depones, That he obſerved no Alteration that the 


XXIX. Wit. 


Profeſſor made in his Teaching ſince Octeber 1725, from what 


he had formerly, only that he brought in Pearſon on the Creed 
ſince that Time: Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor 
give the following Caution, either the laſt Seſſion, or ſome of 


the Libel : Depones, That when a Student made an Objection 
to the Purpoſe of the Objection laid in the Libel, about the 
Son's being Independent of the Father; the Profeſſor anſwered, 
Do you thi..» he is Independent of his Father; certainly non 

can ſuppoſe or affirm that, and that he is not begotten, altbo 


our ſhallow or finite Capacities cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have 
any Notion of the Modus or Manner of his Generation; and at- -* 
terwards the Profeſſor confuted the Arian and Sabellian Notion © - 
with reſpe& to the Trinity. But the Deponent does not remem-- 
ber the Profeſſor's Words, when confuting them. Cauſa ſcien- 


tiæ P atet 5 S 3 Roa 
|  ALEx. JokNSTO&N. 
Ja. Rog Moderator. 


XXX. Wit. Mx. George Adam, student of Divinity, aged 


| 27 Years, Depones, That he ſometimes at- 
tended Profeflor Simſon's Leflons, the Seſſions begun in October 
1725, and Three Seſſions preceeding that Time: Depones, 
That he thought the Profeffor altered his Teaching on the 

$ WE : __ "On 


the E Seſſions, viz. The Caution firſt mentioned in 


Cauſa ſcientiz patet, Sc, 


not neceſſary to take his Oath. 


admitted to Probation. 


= 
- 


that he gave it this Seſſion, and reme 


ing. 15th 


ſince. 


II. Art. N OT proyen by Witneſſes. 


Trinity, the laſt Year he attended, from what, he uſed formerly, 
, | GEO. ADAM. | 
I. RoBs Moderator. 


Ompeared IAM ES MILLER, Preacher, reſiding 

in Blantyre, and declared, That he did not attend the 
Proteflor's Leſſons the Time libelled, and was only preſent oc+ 
eaſfionally a Part of one Dyet when the Profeilor Was teaching 
on the Commands; and therefore the Presbytery find it not 


* 


FFF 


ABBREV IecATE of the Proof, taken from 
the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes, digeſted ac. 
_ cording to the different Articles of the Libel 


I. Art. FAMES SLOSS, firſt Witneſs, preſent one Day 
wy” J when teaching on the Eternity of the Son, T hat, the 
'F * Profeſor uſed before October to give the Caution li- 
belled, but does not remember he gave it, or had Occaſion 
to give it that Day. 2d Wit. Ritchie, That he gave the Cau- 
tion before 1725, but he heard it not the followin 
the Profeſsor not being on the Subject when he attende 
W. Ed. Boyd, Thinks the Profeſsor altered his Method. 4th 
W. Alexander Duncan, That he thinks he altered his Teach - 
ing, and that formerly he gave this Caution, Perſona non hic 
ſumitur eodem ſenſu, ac quando applicatur hominibas, ſed ſenſu 
aAnalogico, but heard it not ſince. 5th W. William Denniſton. 
Altered his Teachirg in one Particular, gave the Caution 
libelled before 1725, knows not if he gaye it ſince, was not 
Preſent laſt Sefion, but was preſent, this, \and, remembers not 
; mbers not, that ever 
he gave it ſince 1725. gth, W. iim Boyd, Heard 
bim give the' Caution before 1729, heard it not ſince, not bee 
ing preſent when that Subject was taught. Iith W. 
Jervey, He thought the Profeſſor altered his Way of 


2h 


aries 
each- 


| W. Alexander Barr, Perſona nomen ex Scena ſump: 
tum, Oc. Vid. Pag. 87. 23d W. Alexander M*Culloch, The Pro- 
feſſor alter'd Teaching ſince tober 1725, before. hich he gave 

the Caution in the Libel, an remembers. not to have heard it 


III. Art. 


merly. 


erator, 


ſiding 
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UL Art, WIIEIaN BROWN, 6th" Witneſs, Heard 


—_ the Queſtion prion upon the Profeflor's 
ſpeaking of the Son's. deriving his Perfections from the Father, 
and an ObjeRion was made, that ſuch a Way of ſpeaking ſeem- 
ed to derogate from the Son's Independency. Profeſſor re- 

lied, If Independency, or the Word Independent, bè taken 
in ſuch a Senſe as to include the perſonal Property of the Fa- 


ther, it could not be applied to the Son. Ihe Objector inſiſt- 


ed, That if the Son was not Independent, in the ſame Senſe in 
which the Father was, he could not ſee that he could be 
Naser e Profeſſor replied, Theſe Terms were im- 
pertinent, and not t) be uſed in ſpeaking of the Trinity, or 
Words to that Purpoſe. Objector added, And if the Son be 
not Necefſerily-exiftent, tis poſſible he might never had a Be- 


ing. The Profeſſor ſaid, We know not theſe Things, or we 


know'not whether he might have had a Being or not; but is not 
politive which of theſe it was, but thinks it was one of them. 


George Meek. 16th Wit. When the Objection in the Libel was 


made, heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither you nor I know any 
Thing about that. Alexander Barr, 15th Witneſs, Heard the 
Profeſſor ſay of the Iadependeney and Neceſſary-exiſtence of 
Chriſt,theſe Terms were not fit or proper to be uſed in ſpeaking 
of the Trinity, the preceeding Seſſion of the College; and when 
a Student argued, if the Son was not independent, he was not 
nece ſſarily· exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the Father 
might poſſibly have been without him; The Profeſſor anſwer- 
ed, How do you know that? Thomas Hamilton, iyth W. That 
upon a Difficulty propoſed, viz, Then the Son would not be 
independent, the Profeflor anſwered, Theſe Terms were unfit. 
It was urged, Then the Son might not have been; Profeſſor 


_ anſwered, How do you or we know that? And added (whe- 


ther after the firſt Part or both, nat poſitive) that we are not + 


| ſo nicely to philoſophizes when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the 
_ Tranity,. or that theſe were philoſophical Niceties. Alexander 


Duncan 4th : That he heard a Queſtion propoſed, where 
the Nec] a3 eee of Chriſt came to be handled, and thinks 


the Profeſſor anſwered, We do not know, or, it is a Thing we 


know nothing about, or other Words could have no other ne- 


Türe Meaning x that the Profeſlor did ſay ſome Term or 


erms the Students uſed were impertinent, but dares not con- 


deſcend on the Particular Terms. Villiam M*Clae 20th W. 
heard upon the Objection, if the Son was Independent, then 
he was not Neceſſarily-exzſtent ; and if ſo, it was poſſible he 
might not have exiſted. The Profeſſor. anſwered, That. this 
Affair was not determined by Reafon, and thele Terms werb 


not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent. 61 72 
N 2 8 IV. Art. 
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 Hird Witneſs, Edward Boyd; That the Profeſ- 
15 for ſeemed diſſatisfied with Marklus's Argu- 
ments, and added, Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed non ens neceſſa- 
rium, or, non neceſſario exiſtit, or, non eſt neceſſarius, cannot 
tell which, but is poſitive as to one of them. 4th W. Alexan- 


IV. Art. 1 


der Duncan, That he found Fault with Mark's Argument li- 


belled, and aſſerted to the beſt of his Remembrance, Chriſtus 


eft eternus, uon tamen neceſſarius, but is not poſitive theſe are 
the Profeſſor's exact Words, and that this was the Seſſion pre- 
.ceeding the current Seſſion. 15th W. Alexander Barr. The 
© Profeſlor appeared diflatisfied with Mark's Argument againſt 


the Eternity of the World, and gave this Reaſon, Nam Chri- 


ſtus eft eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exi- 


ſtit. See Depoſition, Witneſs 15th. 


V. Art. \Hird Witneſs, Edward Boyd, That he heard Pro- 
* feſſor ſay, That we were, not to underſtand by 
Omoouſion, either a Numerical or Specifical Eſſence; for if Na- 
merical, it would be Sabellianiſm, and it Specifical, it would 
make three Gods, but that it was talis efſentia que. admittit 
tres perſonas © unum Deum; but remembers not if the Re- 
mark on Omoouſion was given as the Profeſſor's own ſudgment, 
or that of the Nicene Fathers, but thinks falis eſſentia, &c. 
was given as his own Opinion; remembers not that he gave 
any other Name to, or Notion of that Oneneſs. 
liam Dennifton, T hat he gaye it as his own Opinion, that the 
three Perſons in the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be either 
Numerically or Specifically one in Eſſence, and that it was ſuch 
an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and excluded Three Gods, 


and heard him / * no other Name to the Oneneſs, nor no 


other Notion of it; and uttered the above Propoſitions in La- 
tin. 1oth W. William Latigford, heard the Profeſſor bring a 


Definition out of Ariſtotle, (as he beſt remembers) according 


to which, Numerical Eſſence is the Eſſence of an individual 
Perſon, which cannot be communicated to any others; and 
in this Senſe. the Profeffor ſaid, That the Bleſſed Trinity could 
not be one in Number, becauſe then there would be but one 
Perſon in the Godhead, and is not poſitive if theſe be the ve- 


ry Words. 11th W. Charles Fervey, heard the Profeſſor ſay, + 
That the three Perſons of the Godhead were- of one Subſtance, 

Power aud Eternity, but does not remember he heard him give 
any Name to, or Notion of that on of Subſtance, Power 


and Eternity, and that he neither called it Numerical nor Spe- 
cifical to his Remembrance. 12th W. Alexander Campbell, he 


heard the Profeſſor ſay, The three Perſons of the Godhead | 


were ſo the ſame, as to be one God in three Perſons, but 
heard him not give any Name to, or Notion of that Same- 
1 VV | neſs, 


5th-W. Wile 


* 


„ „ „ 

neſy, and he uſed theſe Words, or Words to the ſame Pur- 
poſe”; and this he ſaid in teaching ce, Chap. 2. of God and 
the Holy Trinity; and in teaching the ſame. Ar he heard 


him ſay, That by adhering to the Account laid down there, 

we would on the one Hand be ſecured from the Objections 
of the Arians, and from running into Sabellzaniſm on the o- 
ther. 12th W. John Muirbead, heard the Profeſſor teach, 
That the three Perſons in the Godhead, were the ſame in Sub- 
ſtance, but did not hear him give any Name ta, or Notion of 
that Sa mene ſ. 15th W. Alexander Barr; heard the rofeſſor 
ſay, The Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity were ſo diſtinct, as 
that the perſonal Properties of the One cannot be theſe of the 


Other, but not ſo as to be Specifically Three Gods; and they 


ſo agree as to be one God, yet not Numerically one in Eſſences 


But the Deponent cannot be poſitive, that every one of the 


Words in the Article. immediately. above, are the Words uſed 
by the Profeſſor, neither can he ſay that any of them are his 


on Words, and not the Profeſſor s. William M*Clae 20th W. 


heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Unity of the Three Perſons 
of the Trinity was not Specifical, becauſe this would make 
them Three Gods. That the Manner of this Unity was not re- 

vealed in Scripture, and it ſeemed to he above our Capacities to 
eam t. ; ty "> | 


VI. Art. Hird Witneſs, Edward Boyd: remembers, That 

| be ſaid the Three erſons were all indeed one 
God, and had the ſame infinite Divine Perfections, but heard 
not the other Words, viz. Whether the Subject, &c. gth W. 
William Boyd, That in December 1725, Profeſſor ſaid, The 
Perſons in the Trinity were all indee one God, that ig, have 
all the ſame infinite Divine Perfections; but whether the Sab. 


je# of theſe Perfections be different was another Queſtion, and 


perhaps too Metaphyſical for us to determine. 


VII. Art. Olxth Wit. William Brown, That the Profeſſor ſaid 
in private Converſation, that in the Trinity there 


| were three intelligent Agents or Agencies; which further ex= _ 
laining, the-Deponent replied, Then there muſt likewiſe be 


hree Beings, Profeſſor anſwered, as he remembers, No doubt 
of that, or certainly there muſt, or Words to that Purpoſe; 
this happened in the Profeſſor's Houſe. about the End of March + 
1726. 7th W. James Bane, That he has heard the Profeſſor 
lay as he thinks, to the beſt of his Remembrance, That in the 
Trinity there are Three intelligent Beings, and that it was ſaid 


ſometime in the Seſſion begun in October 1725. 
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VII. Art. Ame, Sloſs iſt Witneſs, That he heard him teach 
a | Deus Pater ſuit ante Deum filium, non tempore 
fed cauſulitate, and alſo theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum 
non poſſe creare ab eterno, but is not poſitive but ſomething 
inter veened betwixt the two Propeſitions; took the two Pro- 


poſetions to be the Profe ſſors own Opinion. OT 


ARI. I. Probation continued. James Peden 25. W. thought 
the Profeſſor altered teaching, and gave Caution in Libel. 
J. M. Alpin 27th W. The Profeſſor did not alter Subſtance of 
Doct, ine, heard him give Caution in Libel on Polemick Con- 
ference before October 1725, but heard it not ſince, becauſe there 
was no ſuch Conference, the Profefſor being in ill Health. 
William Coats 28th W. altered his teaching. George Adam 
Zoth W. thinks he altered his teaching concerning the Trinity 
the laſt Seſſion he attended. 1 2 


Parritalar E XCULYAT ION. 


I. Art. T* Profeſſor refers is his Defences on this Ar- 


ticle of the Libel; Page 52, Cc. 


II. Art. D Efers to his Letter to the Presbytery, and An- 
| | ſwers to the Presbytery's References on this 
Subje& on Paſſage Third in his Letter, againſt which the 
Presbytery objc& in their References, Page 26,— — 28, Oc. 


III. Art. R. Ritchie, zd W. That he heard an Argu- 
3 1 ment propoſed to the Profeſſor, whereof the 
Concluſion was, Then the Son is Dependent ; Profeſſor ànſwered, 
The Terms Dependent - and Independent, 'could not be pro- 

perly applied to the Relations of the Divine Perſons. William 
Brown 6th W. Profeſſor replied, If 'Independency be taken in 
fuch'a Senſe, as to include the perſonal Property of the Father, 
it Could not be applied to the 90 PMilliam Boyd, ↄth W. A 
Student propob a Queſtion, Whether or not, what the Pro- 


r ſaid, ſeemed to derogate from the Son's Independency ? 
baer ale el, 5 f. 45 3 the Work Tadepon- 
dent; and diſtinguiſhed its Meaning; juſt as The Profeflor's | 
Letter and Anſwers, and faid, That the Words Dependent and 

Independent were very improper and ambiguous, becauſe ordi- 
narily ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to be uſed wigs ark 
- | 0 | pect 
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ſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to n . . 
Relations by; Vide Depoſition, Wit. gth, Lewis Chapman, 


2h 22d W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, in Anſwer to a Queſtion or 
re | Objection, That the Term Independency, when made Uſe of 
n on the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the Father and 
WW Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as Seriptural Expreſſions ; 
0. but does not remember he quarrelled the Term Nectſſary- 


exiſtence on that Subject. James Stirling, 26. W. Heard an 
Objection by a Student, the Concluſion whereof was, Then the 


ht Son of God would not be Independent: and the Profeſſor an- 
1. ſwered, Theſe Terms Dependent and Independent were not 
of mentioned in Scripture, and conſequently were not fit to be uſed 
2 on this Subject. Alexander Fohnſfton, 29th W. That he heard 
re the Objection libelled made by a- Student, about the Son's 
he. being Independent of the Father; the Profeſſor anſwered,” Do 
n you think he is Independent of his Father? Certainly none can 
ty affirm that he is not begotten, altho* our ſhallow. or finite Capacities 


cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have any Notion of the modus or 
Manner of his Generation. See Defences on Article I. Page 353. 


* | | | 
W IV. Art. Edward Boyd, 2d W. That this current Seſſion, | 
Tc the Profeſſor ſaid, The Argument in Mark was 
not good againſt Ariſtet]e, and heard him not give the ſame 
Reaſon for it as he had given the former ' Year. William Mon- 
"a crief, 14th W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, Profeſſor Mark's Ar- 
gument againſt the Eternity of the World, was not concluſive 
againſt the Ariſtotelians. Lewis Chapman, 22 W. Heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, There was an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity 


"= of the World, and the eternal Generation of the Son of God, 
* and gave this Reaſon, That the World muſt be finite, whereas 
Ks the Son is of infinite and unlimited Perfections. See Defences 
9c _ againſt this Article of the Libel, Page 54. &. called Artzele 
III. in the Defences. - EE 
4 V. Art. Pe Longs . Ioth W. Heard the Profeſſor 
d, EDT bring a Definition of Numerical Eſſence out 
. of Ariſtotle, as he beſt remembers, according to which, Nu 
88 merical Eſſence is the Eſſence. of an individual Perſon, which ' 
in dannot be communicated to any other; and in this Senſe the 
er, Profeſſor ſaid, That the Bleſſed Trinity could not be One in 
A Number, becauſe then there would be but ene Perſon in the 
Godhead ; is not poſitive if theſe be the very Words, but they 
y 2 were theſe, or Words to that Meaning. Alexander Campbell, 
* 12th W. He heard the Profeſſor ſay, The Three Per ſens of the 
\r's | Godhead were ſo the ſa me as to be One God in Three Perſans, 


and by adhering to Account laid down, Confeſ. Chap. 2, 8 3. 
We would, on the one Hand be ſecured from the Obje&jons _ 
of the Ariants, and from running into Sabelianiſm on the 
8 N - other. . 
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other. -Fobn Muirhead, 13th W. Heard the Profeſſor 4ay, 


That the Thise Perſons of the Godhead were the ſame in 


Subſtance, but heard him not give any Name to, or Notion 


of that Sameneſs; and, that there was One God, and that there 
were Three Perſeus in the Godhead, the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt; that they were ſo far different, that there were different 


Properties applied to them, the Father was of None, neither 


begotten nor proceeding. the Son was begotten of the Father, and 
the Hy Ghoſt proceeded from both; but they were ſo far One, 
that they ought juſtly be called, The One cnly living and True 
God. William Mencrief, 14th W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
Chriſtus eſt idem eſſentia cum Patre quamuis diſtincta perſona, 
Thomas Hamilton, 17th W. That the Profeſſor ſaid, The Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were not of the fame ſpecifical Efſence, be- 
cauſe that would be Tritheiſm, nor of the {ame Numerical 
Eſſence, if taken in the Senſe it was taken by ſome, applied 
only to ene Perſon, for then it would be Sabellianiſm; and ſaid, 
It was talis unitas que excludit Tritheiſmum ab una parte, 
Sabellianiſmum ab altera, quæ includit tres perſonas C. unum 
Deum; That it was the ſame Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the 
Trinity, becauſe of the Simplicity of the Divine Perfections. 
William Miller, 19th W. That he heard the Profeſſor, this 
Seſſion, teach, when ſpeaking of the Vneneſs of the Subſtance 


of the Ferſons of the Godhead, That it could not be one ſpe- 


cifical Subſtance, elſe it would lead to Tritheiſm, and could 


not be Numerical, as applied.to Creatures, elſe it would, 


lead to Sabelliauiſm, or be the ſame with the Monouſion, 
which is their Character; but the Orthodox Divines made 
uſe of the Term, one Numerical, or one Subſtance in Num- 
ber in a very good Senſe, to which he agreed; and added 


as the beſt Anſwer that we could give to the Adverſa- 
ries of that Doctrine, That in the Unity of the Godhead, 
there were Tbree Perſens, the Father, Sen and Holy Ghoſt, 
who were ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Pro- 
perties, yet tho* they were. thus diſtinguiſhed, they were 


but One God, both according to Scripture and Reaſon. Lewis 


Chapman, 22d. Witneſs, Heard the Profeſſor teach as his 


own Opinion, That the Terms Numerical and Specißcal, 
when applied to Subſtances, and taken in the Senſe fre- 
quently uſed in the Schools, ought not, or could, not be 


applied to the Perſons of the Trinity; becauſe the Term 
in that Sende, excluded Three Per- 


Numerical, when taken | | 
ſons, and that of Specifical would inter Three Gods : But 


that this we were always to maintain, That there muſt be' 
Three Perſons and One God, in Oppolition to Sabellianiſm on the 
one Hand, and Tritheiſm on the other; and that the Three Per- 


ſons of the Trinity were the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power 


and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only by their perſona} a fi * 


nd 


| ſor ſay, That there was ſuch an Unity in the Godbead as wa 


„ fo RS 
And heard him give no other - or Notion of that One- 
neſt. Fa Stirling 26th Wit. Heard the Profeffor ſay, That the 
Three Perſons in the Trinity could not be ſaid to be of one un · 
merical Subſtante, or one ſpecifical Subſtance, as theſe Terms 
were uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſophers when applied to ratio- 
$al-Creatitres, - becauſe if they were ſaid to be of one nameri- 
tal Subſtance, as that Term is uſed by theſe Philoſophers they 
would be Put ane Perian; and if they were ſaid to be of one 
ſpecificdl Subſtance, ry would be Three Gods: And that they 
were, ſo one as. ts. be Three Perſons, and ſo Three Perſons as 

to be but one God. Ja. M. Alpine, 27th W. Heard the Profef- 


o 


conſiſtent with the Diſtindtion of Perſons, wih ought to be al- 
ways maintained againſt the Sabellians, and that there was ſuch 
2 Diftinticn of Perſons as was conſiſtent with the Trinity, 
which ought to be maintained againft the Arians. And that Ye 
Profeſſor added, That perhaps it was impoſſible for us wh E 
here, to know the preciſe Meaning of that. Oneneſs, or 55 n 
Gion of Perſons, and cited that Text, Who ſhall declare. his Ges 
Wen” Too ON Mao en 1g 
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+ 


+, 


VI. Art. T Here being but one Witneſs, a particular Excul- 
> "Þ patter wat ˙Üwꝛ T 1. ettgs 


* » 


VIE. Art. Niam Boyd, gth Wit. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
"WY That the Perſons of the Trinity were indeed 
repreſented to us in Scripture as diſtinct intelligent Agents, and 
that-they had certainly a diſtin& perſonal Agency, otherwile we 

1 to ſay, That the Father was incarnate and ſuffered a 

well as the Son; but never heard the Profeſſor ſay, That th 

Three Perſons of the Trinity were Three diſtind Beings. 12th 
W. Alexander Campbel, He heard the Profeſſor uſe one or other 
of theſe Two Propoſitions, viz. Chriſtas eft idem ens cum Patre, 
tantummodo perſona diftintus ; or, Chriftus nen eſt ens diſtin- 
tum a Patre, ſed perſona diſftinus. Alexandes Mulch, 23d 
W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, Chriftus eft idem ens cum Patre, 
tantummodo d / og CT 


" Emis Chapman, 224 Wit. Has heard the Profeſ- 
II ſeor affert, That the naming the Father cauj,l; 
Filii was a very improper Way of Speaking, and ſay, Pater e 
prior” Filio paternitate Fix non prior tempore. Frederick Carmi- 
chael, '24th W. Heard the Profeſſor remark, That to call the 
Father Cauſa Filii was a harſh Way. of Speaking; and that he 
has heard him, in Oppoſition thereto,. oftner chan once uſe 
theſe Words, Pater eſt prior Filio ordine & paternitate, ſed non 
tenpore. James Stirling, WV: Heard the Ke 1 


Vnl. Art. 


* 


5 


2 


1 hat Pater eſt prior Filio, non tempore ſed ordine; and, that 


whatever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be, or ſhould 
be zMirmed of the Son. 25 fly 53 rigs nut 


LINES 4 S476 3 n EN we a. | | 
General EXCULPATION.. 


J Ainet Ritchie, 2d W. Has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 


' Three Divine Perſons were of one Subſtance, Power and E- 
JF ferpity, that is, infinite, eternal, unchangeable, in then 
Being, Wiſdom, Power, Hlineſs, Fuſtice,: Goodneſs, and othel 
Divine Perfections; and added f.om Pſalii. I will declare the 
Decree, Thou art my Son, this Day have I begotten thee, That 
the Fon is as ancient as the Decree, that is, eternal. Theſe 
Things uttered betwixt the Firſt of December 1725, and laſt of 
March 1726, when teaching Confeſſion, Chap. 8. That the Pro- 
feſſor aſſerted on the ſaid Chapter, That there was nothing af- 
firmed of the Father but ſhould be of the Sen, except the Father's 
erſonal Property, which ig inrommunicable ; That the Profeſ- 
for ſaid, That from created Perſons having each a different 
Subſtance, we could not infer, that each Divine Perſon beho- 
ved to have a different Subſtance,. the Subſtance of created 
Perſons being finite, and the Divine Subſtance immenſe. In his 
zdditional Depoſition, That the Profeſſor. aſſerted as his own 
Opinion, and defended, That the Son of God. was not made or 
created, but eternally begotten of the. Father, was by Nature 
God, was mere properly God, than the Sen of any Man could be 
4 Man, becauſe endued with the very ſame Perfetions where- 
with God the. Father is; and proved the Son of God was not 
created, from Jobn i. 3. All Things were made by bim, &c. 
which proved, he ſaid, That the Son of God was not among the 
Number, of Creatures, but infinitely above them, eeing every 
Thing that was made, mas made by the Sou. And heard him 
refute Dr. Clark's Notion of a God, when he places it in Spiri- 
tual Domination. Edward Boyd, zd Wit. That the Profeſſor 
taught the Doctrines of the 2d Chapter of the Confeſſion, as his 
own Judgment, ſo far as he remembers, and alſo of Chap. 8. 
Par. 2. and that the Deponent was ſatisfied with the Explica- 
tion of it, and that the Profeſfor ſaid nothing on the Words One 
' Subſtance. Alexander Duncan, ath Wit. That the Profeſſor 
taught Confeſſion, Chap. 8. Sect. 2. That the Son of God, the 
Second Perſon in the Trinity, is Very and Eternal God, &c- 
with the Deponent's Satisfa&tion.-.. Dougal. Allan, $th.W. That 
he heard the Profeſſor teach Confeſſion, Cap. Sth; and heard him 
44y nothing to make him doubt it was the Profeſſor's own Opi- 
3 jd | | nion. 
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nion. William Langford, 1oth W. Heard the Profeffor teach 
as his own Judgment the Doctrine of God and the «Holy Trint- 


ty, in Confeſſion, Cap. 24. As alſo Confeſſion, Cap. 8. particalar- 
iy beginning Sect. 2d. particularly, That the Son of God, the 


2d Perſon of the Trinity, is very God, of one Subſtance, and equal 
with the Father; and; that the Son hath Life in himſelf, *accor- 


ding to that Text, John v. 26. and proved by the Four uſual 


Arguments, That the Son is God, and that the- Profeſſor did 


not take the Word Ged in an improper Senſe, to lignify one 


that has ſpiritual Domination or Power, againſt which Notion 
he warmly recommended to the Students to read the great and 
learned Guſſetius, upon the Word Elochim. And that he heard 
the Profeffor teach; that the Son is eternally begotten of the Pa- 
ther; and the Deponent never heard the Profeſſor in the leaſt 
inſinuate, That he was created or made, That the Profeſſor 
did in general laſt Winter cenſure the Arian Doctrines, of which 
there is a full Account in Theodoret's Hiſtory,” to which he re- 
ferr d; particularly the Doctrine, That there was a Time in 
which the Son was not, and that he is of a mutable Nattre, 
Charles Fervey, 11th Wit. He heard the Profeſſor teach Conſeſ- 
fion, Cap. 2d. and to his Remembrance, he did not deny, or 
impugn any Article of Doctrine contained therein. That he 
has heard the Profeſſor ſay oftner than once, That the Son is 


very and eternal God; | that the Son igt poſſeſſed of all Divine 


Perfections: And, that he heard the Proteffor deny, That the 
Son was created or made, when refuting the Arian Herefy; 
and he heard him teach, That the Son was eternally; begotten 
of the Father. Alexander Campbel, rath Wit. Heard the Pro- 
feſſor ſay, That all the Divine Perfections belonged" to the Son, 


except the Father's perſonal Property. bur is not poſitive ot theſe 
Words; That he heard him ſay, That the Son was very and 


eternal God, and that Chriſtus eſt Deus natura, in Ohne 
to Dr. Clark, as the Deponent thought. ' 14th W. "William 
Moncrief, he beard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Eſentia! 
Divine Perfections were common to all the Three Perſpns 
in the Godhead, only their pore onal Properties were not common. 
15th W. Alexander Barr, That he heard the Profeflof ſay, 
When God the Father is ſaid to have begotten the Seh, it is 
not to be underſtod as in any Part of Time,® apd whatever is 
before Time is from Eternity, tho® in the Order of Things, we 


conſider the Father'before the don and Holy Ghoſt," But not in 


Time. See alſo Page 87. 16th Wir. George” Meek, Beard the 


Profeſſor teach as his own Opinion.” That the on ig very and 
eternal God. 19th Wit. "Thomas Hamilton, Heard" the Profel- 


for teach, That the Son was very Ged. and prove it" from his 


creating the World. 18th Wit. David Bannaittyht,” Profeſfor 
taught, That all the Eſſential Perfeckions of the Father agreed 
to the Son, but che per na Property of the Father cou h 
ae J * 5 applied 
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applied to the Son. William 2 955 Wit. Heard the Pro- 
fellor teach, That the Son of God, the Second Perſon of the 
Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, and & ot 
with the Father; and that he has ſeveral Times heard the Pro- 
feſſor affirm, That all the Divine Per fections belonged to the Son 
as well as to the Father, only the Father's perſonal Property did 
not agree to the Son. William M*Clae, 20th Wit. Heard the 
Profeſſor teach, as his own. Opinion, the Doctrine of Confeſ- 

fron, Chap. 2d. and heard him prove Chriſt to be the true 
God, and a God of infinite 8 on Confeſſion, Chap. 8. 
from that Notion of God, with which the whole Scripture is 
uſhered in, viz. That of being Creator; and ſeeing Chriſt is 
ſaid to be the Creator in the Firſt of John's Golpel, there- 
fore he muſt be the ſame. with that only true God ſpoken of 
by all the Writers of the Old Teſtament. Chriſt being the 
true God, he proy'd likewiſe from the Import of the origi- 
nal Words, Iſaiah ix. 6. where he obſerved, That the Word 
El, with the adjoint Epithet G7bbor, could be applied to no 
Being but the true God, and that this was taught in the Seſ- 
ſion begun October 1725; and the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame in 
refuting Dr. Clark's Opinion, and that the faid laſt Seſhon, he 
heard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Divine Perfections be- 
longing to the Father, belonged alſo to the Son. but the perſo- 
nal Property did not: And alſo, that Jeſus Chriſt is ſaid to 
be the Creator, and that to create required infinite Perfection, 
and 2 Being of infinite Perfe&ion could. not. be. created, And 
further, that the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, 
without beginning of Time, and. that the Son was the ſame 
with the Father; to prove which he uſed that Text in the firſt 
Epiſtle of Jobn, And there are three that bear Record in Hea- 
ven, &c. the Authentickneſs of which Text, the Profeſſor ſaid 
was diſputed by ſome, But he aſſerted it: He allo heard the 
Profeſſor teach, That Jeſus Chrift by his proper Perfections cre» 
ate the World, and when it is ſaid of him in the New Teſta- 
neut, By whom alſo he made the Worlds, the Particle qua was 
not to be underſtood inſtrumentaliter. John Anderſon 2 iſt W. 


heard the Profeſſor affert, That there was one God and Three 


Perſons, and that theſe Three, were one, ſo as to be the ſame 
11 Subſtance, Power and Eternity. And that he heard the 
Profeſſor affert, That the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity was ns 
other God. from the Father, and that the Son was polſeſed of all 
Divine Perfeitions with the Father, his perſonal Property except- 
ed. And that he bas heard him aſſert, That the Son was eter- 
nally begotten of the Father, and was no Creature. Lewis 

Chapmas 22d W. heard the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, That 
the Sen was not nor could not be ſaid to be created or made, 
| and that the Son muſt be eternally begotten without any Begin- 
anne ren 
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Son's Eternal jeneration, Was given us in John Ve 26, | For as 


the Father hath Life in himſelf, fo hath he given to the Jon to 


ſieve Tife in bimjetf. Alexander M Culloch 23d M. heard the 
rofeſſor teach, That. the Son of God, the Secand Perſon of 
the Trinity, is very gud eternal God, and proy'd that the Son 


is eternally begotten. of the Father, without beginning of Du- 


ration; and make. uſe. of that Scripture, John ys 26. in ex- 


plaining the ſaid eternal Generation. Frederick Carmichael 


24th W. heard the Profeſſor teach the Propoſitions of Confeſ- 
feſhon, Chap. 2d. as his own Opinion, Az recommended tbem 


' 8s the beſt Form of Words he had ever met with, for expre ; 


what the My ey, taught us concerning the Myſtery of the Tri- 
heard him teach, as his own Opinion, on Con- 


55 feſſion, Chap. 8. that the Son of God, the Second Perſon of | 


the Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance and e- 
wal with the Father. And has alſo heard him affert and prov 
hat the Son of God was neither created nor made. And 
heard him, when upon Pictet, affert, That Chriſtus Filius Des 
7 wperat, cum omnes creaue- 


rit, non ut inſtrumentum, Fi per efficaciam. ſue potentiæ. 
James Peddin 25th W. heard the Profeſſor read and explain 
the Confeſſion, Chap. 2. and does not remember that he denied 
or impugn'd any Article therein; that laſt Seſſion he heard 
him teach, as his own Opinion, on Confeſſion, Chap. 8. That 
the Son of God, the Second Perſon. of the Trinity, is very. and 
eternal God, of one-Subitance and equal. with the Father, and 
that as the Deponent thought. And heard him ſay, That the 
Son of God was neither made nor created, and that the Son 


was eternally begotten of the Father. James Stirling 26th W. 


heard the Profeſſor teach, Confeſſion, Chap. 2. and expreſſed 
himſelf well ſatisfied with the Doctrine therein. Alſo heard 
him teach on Confeſſon, Chap. 8. as his own Opinion, That the 
Son of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and e- 
ternal God, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Fatber; and 
{246 the Son 4 God mas urither created nor made: And heard 
him affirm a prove, That the Son of God was eternally be- 
gotten of the Father, without Beginning of Duration, and that 
the Son was by Nature God, — 2 above all created 
Beings whatſocver. X. M. Alpin, 27th Witneſs, That he heard 


the Profeſſor teach 2d and 8th Chap. of Confeſſion, and did not 


hear him diſſatisfied with any Article therein, but recommend. 
ed them to the Students as the beſt Expreſſions they could 
make Uſe of to expreſs themſelves on the Subject mentioned in 


an Chapters 3 That he heard the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, 


Lat the den was not created. William Coats, 28th Wit · That 
he heard the Profeſſor teach on the 2d and 8th Chapters of Con- 
HEllion, and teach the Doctrines therein contained as his own. 


Opinion z That he heard him refute all the Branches of the, 


n 8 
Arian Hereſy, 3 That the Son of God was neither 
created nor made, but eternally begotten of the Father, and 
that he was infinitely abovg all Creatures, as being Creator; 
That he heard the Profeſſor ſeyeral Times aſſert, That every 
Thing that is to be affirmed of the Father, is alſo to be at- 
firmed of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Property. A.- 
Jexander Jobnſton 29th W. heard the Profeſſor confute the 4. 
rian and Sabellian Notions, with reſpe& to the Trinity ; but 


does not remember his mo e voy 
NL] 
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REMARKS upon the Proof adduced againſt 
r 


2 is unneceffary to remark any Thing upon the' Firſt A. 


ticle, there being nothing of Relevancy in it. | 

A It is to be noticed, 1920, That by comparing the De- 
poſitions. of the Witneſſes on this Article, both as to Proba- 
tion and Exculpation together, that whieh it ſeems the Pro- 
feſſor has ſaid upon the firſt Part of the ſaid Article, has been 
to this Purpoſe, That the Terms Dependent and Independent 
not being mentioned in Seripture, were not ſo proper or per- 
tinent to be uſed with Reſpect to the Perſons in the Trinity, or 
to expreſs their perſonal Relations by, as Scriptural Expreſſi- 
ons were in a Matter of pure Revelation; for that theſe Terms 
being ordinarily fpoken of Creatures, were thereby rendered 
ambiguous and unfit to be uſed upon the Subject of the per- 
ſenal Properties of the Father and Son; but if we would uſe 
them, they behoved to be explained: And, if the Word In- 
dependent be taken ia Se that includes the perſonal Pro. 
perty of the Father, it could not be applied to the Son; but 
if faid of him anyways conſiſtent with the perſonal Propertie, 
of the Father and the Son, it would no doubt agree to him. 
2do, It appears to be a' Miſtake in Alexander Barr, the 15th 
Witneſs, who was was but a very young Student, in ſay ing, 
That the Profeſſor quarrelled the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, upon 
the Occaſion mentioned hy him in his Oath; for in this Caſe he 


1 


is fingular, and none of the other Students do concur with 
him therein; for Mr. Brown is not poſitiv mm 

'3tio, As to the laſt Part of the Article, «That when a Student 
« Irgued, Thar Pre" Sei Was: not -InlepenMear, he wis det 
<< Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, the Profeſſor 
« fhould have faid, How do you know that? lt deſerves to be 
noticed, That tho Eleven Witneſſes have been examined upon 
what paſſed betwixt the faid Student and che Profeſſor yet there i 


| 7 += TOO 4 | 
nat any Two of them that have res pact e geg 
of the Conference, but ſeverals of ther do:differ uery widely from 
/ . OT OT 
Atto, As to the Four Witneſſes, vi William" Brown, George 
Meck, Alexander: Barr, and Thomas Hamilton, who. ſay moſt 
againſt the Profeſſor on this Article," they do not agree in the 
Words that the Profeſſor uſed. Browns Words ate, That the 
Profeſſor ſaid, Ve - know: not tbeſe Things, or we knam not 
whether he might have had a Being or not. Meek's Words are, 
That the Profeſſor anſwered, That neither you nor I know am 
Thing about that; and what theſe two Witneſſes ſay has ar 
very different Senſe from the Words which Alexander Barr 
and Thomas Hamilton wie, viz. That the Profeſſor anſwered, 
7 How do you or we know; that ? So that theſe Witneſſes differing 
ſo materially in their Accounts of the Profeſſor's Words, in 


8 0 6 F290 wo hh 


Anſwer. to the Student's Objection, which is the critical Point 
upon which the whole of this Article depends, they thereby —_ 
8 deſtroy one another's Teſtimony; for it is impoſſible, that at 1 
one and the ſame Inſtant of Time, the Profeſſor ſnould have | 10 
N uſed. ſuch different Words, in Anſwer to one and the ſame Ti 
2 Objection, eſpecially when the Words do carry ſo wide and $4 
6 different a Meaning; for the Words, How do yo know that? 4 
8 Implies no more in a Debate, than the Denial or Doubting of N 
t the Objefor's Conſequence,” and the putting it to him to make Ay 
7 out his Conſequence ; which is lawful and uſual in the managing 7h 
r of an Argument of Diſpute (as this Was z) whereas the Words, 148 
We know not theſe Things, or, we know not whether he might 9 
have had 4 Being or not, are much ſtronger, as carrying in | 8 


them the Appearance of an expreſs Denial, or at leaſt a 
Degree of Doubtfulneſs of the Point in Queſtio . 
to, From the Diſerepancy of all the Witneſſes, in giving [| 


ſtronger 


i a; at a. | Mis idea a. 


. 
Account of this Diſpute, Which happened betwixt the Student ³ü 
and Profeſſor, it is evident, that we have not the Profeffor's i 
own preciſe Words, which he uſed upon that Occaſion; and * 
therefore he can never be condemr'd of Error upon any Thing 1 
that: ĩs contained in the Proof; for one can only be convicted = 
of Error from his -own Words, and to cordemn the Profeſirr 7 
upon the various and 8 Words uſed by the Witnefles. . 
and the apparently; lame, different and intonnected Atcoumts 13 4 


they give ef that Dialogue, would be to puniſi him for their = 
Miſtakes, and not for any Error that he has been really A. 


# 4 * * 
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guilty of. vemng 
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It may indeed be ſaid, That it is not impoſſihle thatiths Wh 
Profeſſor has uſed, upon that Occaſion; all the different Ex- =_ 


preſſions that the Witneſſes have condeſcended on; To which 

it is anſwered, That ſuppoſing it were fo, vet ſtill it is evident, 

various and diſarepant Nords mentiried eee to 
er . Fs | | | ve 
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the Eleven Witneſſes, who have deponed upofl t 


0 De 
6 dent and Independent were very improper and ambiguous, 


daue been ſuid by the Profeſſor, di correſpond ; and ebnſequent- 


ly we have not the whole in its true Connexion, without 
which, we ean never judge, whether the Profeſſor upon that 
Oceaſion did advance any Thing that was truly wit; for it 
is obvious, that we can. never judge of any Diſcor re from 
Strapes and Parcels: of Sentences, when taken out 1 their due 
and natural Ortler z for at that Rate, Hereſy might 
in all, or any of the molt Orthodox Writings extant. 
It is more than probable from the different Depoſitions of 
von bis Article, 
that we have not the whole Dialogue in its natural Order, and 
that one Witneſs tells what he ind, of it, and another what 


he remenders of it; and others repretent it as they took it; for 


ſeverals of them are nat poſitive as to the Expreſſions; which: 
was no Wonder, conſidering, that above 15 Months inter- 
veened betwixt the Time that it happened and their depon- 
ing, and it is moſt likely, that every one of them has oinit 
ted ſomething in their Narratiye, by which the Senſe muſt 
be quite altered; which is further confirmed from the Depo-' 
ſition of Wikia Boyd, the/' gth Witneſs, who ſeems to give 


the moſt#diftin&: Account of this Matter, in as far as he re- 
membered it, in theſe Words, “ That the Profeſſor (as the Be- 


* ponent remembers) in explaining that Chapter of the Con- 
ce feſſion of Faith, concerning Religious Worſhip and the Sabbath 
<© Day, ſeemed to ſay ſomething, which a certain Student 
thought inconſiſtent with the Son's Independenqy and Ne. 
cc ceflary-exiſtence; who accord ingly propoſed to him this 
<< HBifficulty or Oueſtion, Whether: or not that did not derogate 
ce from the Sung Independence)? The Profeſſor anſwered, Juſt 
« as you underſtand the Word Independent; and ſo he di- 


e ſtinguiſped the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Profeſfor's Let- 


ce ter and Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, which 
<< Letter and Anſwers the Deponent has ſeen and read: 
Thar the Profeſſor ſaid, That the Words Depen-. 


cc becauſe ord inarily ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to 
ce be uſed with Reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to 


cc expreſs their perſonal. Relations by 5 The: Students replied, 
© in whatever Senſe we took it, if he were not Independent, 


cc he could not be : Neceſſerily-exiftent. To the "beſt of the 


e Deponent's Remembrance; the Profeſſor began his Anſwer 
ce with theſe Words, How do ye know that? (bur is not 


<« poſitive ;) however, in regard that theſe Words were only 
« introductory -ta ſome other Things that followed in the 


"ml Ariſwer, the Deponent cannot ſay, That theſe Werds, (thus 


ce ſtanding ſeparate from what followed} were the full and com- 


% * Anſwer $0 the Difficulty. The Student replied, then, 
2 Fatbes 


ir, it is poſſible be Sn might not haus bern, and the Fai 1 
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er night have been without him. be Profeſsor ſpoke firſt ſome- 
« thing to this, which the Deponent has forgot; but the laſt 
« Thing he. fpake with Relation to this, was preciſely theſe 
« Words. But the true Anſwer to it is this, that is @ Phile- 
« ſophical Nicety which we kuow nothing about; and un- 
leſs theſe Words, which he has forgot, were produced, it is im- 
a" e to know what the Profeſsor called Philoſophical Nice- 
6to, It deſerves to be noticed, that the Witneſses who. de- 
pone in the Profeſsor's Exculpation, vx. Retchie, Boyd, Chap- 
man and Stirling are the Students of the oldeſt ſtanding 
in Divinity and conſequently are to be preſumed not only to 
have the moſt Knowledge, but to underſtand beſt the Profeſsor's 
Sentiments and Ways of ſpeaking upon theſe Subjects, having 
heard him more frequently upon them, than others who are of 
2 later ſtanding, as ſeyeral of theſe are, who depone any Thing 
that ſeems to make againſt the Profeſsor. = | 
ino, In this Uncertainty, which neceſſarily ariſes from the 
Proof of this Article by Witneſses, either no Judgment at 
all can be paſsed upon it, or if wewill judge with any Degree 
of Certainty, we muſt have Recourſe to the Profeſsor's Letter, 
Anſwers, and other Papers given in to the Presbytery, which 
contain his own Account of it. It is a Privilege juſtly allowed 
toevery Man to explain his own Words, even when it is certain 


what preciſe Words were uſed by him; but when there is an 


abſolute Uncertainty what were his Words, there it is moſt rea- 
onable, and is the conſtant Cuſtom, to have Recourſe to his, 
wn Account of the Matter; for it is much eaſier for him to 
ecolle& and ſet forth, with ſome Degree of Certainty, what he 
imſelf really ſaid upon ſuch an Occaſion, than it is for any 
Byſtander ; for the Profeſſor, from his own Conſciguſneſs of his 
xed Sentiments, and ordinary Ways of Speaking, and of what 


e then ſaid, is a more ſure and certain Monitor for bringing to 


is Remembrance what really paſſed, than the fleeting Words 
rr Sounds, which tranſiently ſtrike the Ears of the Byſtanders 
an be to them; eſpecially conſidering that they are apt to take 
hem in a Senſe which is moſt agreeable to their own Preconcep- 
ions or Notions, which are very different, according to their 
ifferent Degrees of Knowledge,Judgment and Solidity, ariſing 
om their different Tempers, Ages and Studies; according as 
ey have more or leſs, or for longer or ſhorter Time applied 
hemſelves, and then to put them in Words of their own, which 
0 being once accuſtomed to, they are apt to take them for tha 
ro eſſor's. oF Wo, 2 . l ; 
vo, There is the more Reaſon to have Recourſe to the Pro- 
\ſor's own Account of this Matter, That it is ſupported bythe 
eſtimgny of ſeveral Witneſſes that have deponed upon his — ? 
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culpation, vx. By the a ). Ritchie the 24, Boyd the ſiſtent 
gth, Chapman the 22d, Stirling the 26th, and Alexander John. fl 57, 
flon the 2gth Witneſſes; and in all Caſes the firſt: and greateſt ſhave 0 
Regard is juſtly ſhown to the Exculpation. | port o 
i980, After all the Profeſſor's Recollection, and hearing the ¶ Moncr 
Proof, it does not at all bring to his Memory that there again} 
Was any Thing then ſpoke of Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, or Ariſtoi 
that it was poſſible he might not have been; only from what feſſor 
the Witneſſes have depoſed, he believes ſome ſuch Thing has be 
been diſcourſed of, only he obſerves, That it was agreeable to gave. t 
what was his Opinion, both then and nou, that the Conſequence Son 15 
of that Argument, unleſs the Son be Independent in theſe me 
Senſe the Father is, that is, unbegotten, he cannot be Neceſſaril). ral Ex 
exiſtent, is not good. £04) Bi. | 
As to the 4th Article of the Libel, That the Profeſsor, in the > 
teaching his Students the Chap. de Creatione, Oc. e 
It is to be noticed, in, That there are only two Witneſſe . o, 
vu. Boyd; and the young Student Bar., who ſay, That the Pr.. Expre 
feffor appeared diſſatisfied with Mark's Argument againſt the E rg 
ternity of the World, and gave this Fas uy Nam Chriſtus ei Chari 
gternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non--neccfſario. exiſtit. For, N 
as to the other Witneſs, viz. Duncan, he is not politiye that being 
the Proſeſſor uſed theſe: Words. And therefore, 7 
ado, As the Profeſſor is not conſe ious that ever he uſed ſuch 
an Expreſſion, and is certain, that it neither is nor ever was 
his Opinion, That Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, or non ne- 
2 ſo it is more than probable, that the Witneſſes 
ave been miſtaken by thinking, that he uſed the Word Chriſtus 
when he uſed the Word Mundus. For the Argument the Pro. 
feſſur "Mark uſed upon that Title was, as is ſet- down in the De- 
tences, Page 55. Line 15. Mundus. 1 ü 48588 


tio, It is the more probable, That the Witneffes have miſt: ſters 
ken the Profeſſor's Expreſſion upon this Head, that it was al Acco 
together extrinſick and zmpertinent to the Subject he was upon, As 
de Creatione Mandi, to ſpeak of Chriſt, nor could, it be anf ls 9 
Refutation of the Eternity of the World to ſay, Chriſtus eft eter: As 
nir, ſed non ens neceſſarium ; becauſe of what the Profeffor bis 4 
ufed deliberately to teach in his Obſervations upon Mark's Com the J 
pendium, as is ſet down in his Defences, Page 55. Line 42. Au, 
Ato, That theſe two Witneſſes. have been miſtaken, is further Nun 
probable from this, that of the 30. Witneftes; cho have been pher: 
examined, none of them remember, or could poſitively fay, That 0 7% 
the Profeſſor uſed the ſaid Expreſſion, except the ſaids two uſed 
Witneſſes, For it is more likely that two or three Perfon Spec 
might haye miſtaken the Profeſſors Expreffion, than that fuch MW 72:1 
an Expreſſion (if it had been deliberately.uttered ar taught) I un 


ſhould hay&eftaped the Obſervation of all the reſt of ſo vume : ber 
rout an Auditory, eſpecially when che Profeſsor was as de- 
| . Iberaàte- 


4 
liberately to teach, as his own Opinion, what is utterly incon- 
ſiſtent with it. Which, 5 3 
«to, Is further evident from what the Exculpatory Witnefſes 
have declared upon this Head, in Conſiſteney with, and Sup- 
port of what the Profeſſor himſelf ſays he * viz. Villam 
Moncreif, That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, Mark's Argument 


againſt the Eternity of the World was not concluſive againſt tbe 


Ariſtotelians; and Lewis Chapman depones, he heard the Pro- 
fellor ſay, There was an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity of 
the World, and the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, and 
gave this Reaſon, that the World muſt be Finite, whereis the 
Son is of infinite aud unlimited Perfections. To which may be 
added, what the Witneſſes have declared at large in the gene- 
ral Exculpat ion, concerning the Frofeſſor's Orthodox Doctrine 
in Relation to the Myſtery of the Holy Trinity, as ſet forth in 
he e and the Confeſſion and Catechiſms of this 
urch. „ LT #4 
bro, Suppoling the Profeſſor had inadvertently uſed dhe ſaid 
Expreſſion, it being neither agreeable to his Opinion, ror the 
Argument he was then ſpeaking of, it ought in juſtice and 
Charity to be conſtructed to have been a Trip in ſpeakt 


- 


11 ** i 0 . 6 . Ea 37.11 T 9 
which Kind of Trips are incident to the greateſt Men, 5 7 


222 ol 0 6; DO8T 59 + > BANUS 
7-0, As none can be ſaid to be guilty of Error, but H= 
pertinaciauſly. continues to maintain and defend it, ſo if the 
Profeſſor has been guilty in any Trip in uſing ſuch an Expreſ- 
lion, as is deponed upon, be hereby retracts it, and declares, 
That it neither is, nor ever was his Opinion, That Chriftus non 
nece ſſario exiſtit z and he humbly hopes, That this Venerable 
Aſſembly will. neyer condemn him, or any Man, as teaching 
Error, for a ſingle Trip in ſpeaking, ſuppoſing he had inad- 
vertently uſed the aboye Expreſſion, otherwiſe all the Mini- 
ſters of the Church of Scotland might be condemned on that 
Account - © DS rr 7 oben" 
As to the V. Article, That the Profeſſor in teaching gave it as 
his own Opinion, &c. LD n e 
As to What the Profeſſor taught on this Head, he referrs to 
his Letter and other Papers given in to the Presbytery, and to 
the De poſitions af Lewis Chapman and Ja mes Stirling, who con- 
cur, That what the Profeflor taught, was, That the Term: 
Numerical and Specifical, as uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſo- 
phers, when applied to rational Creatures, could not be applied 


to the Perſons of the Trinity, becauſe the Term Numerical, as 
«ſed by theſe Philoſophers, excluded Three Perſons, and that of 


Specifcal, would infer Three Gods, but that we muſt always 
maintain, That there are Three Perſons and one God, in Oppeſi- 
tion to Sabellianiſm on the one Hand, and Tritheifm on the o- 


a 


d 
> * #8 * 4 = 


Sub- 


her ; and the Three Perſons e are ab ene i" 


| 116 —— 0 
Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only] 
their perſonal Properties. But as to the Profeſſor's giving no o- 
ther Name or Notion of that Oneneſs, he refers to his Defence 
Page 56 and 57, Oc. It being ſufhcient, that he maintained 
. as M Alpin the 27th Witneſs declares he did, That there wy 
ſuch an Unity in the Godhead, as was conſiſtent with the Diſtinki. 
en of Perſons, which ought always to be maintained againſt the 
Sabellians, and that there was ſuch a Diſtinction of Perſons a 
was conſiſtent with the Unity which ought to be maintained 
againſt the Arians; and Alexander Campbel depones, That 
the Profeſſor ſaid, That by adhering to the Account as laid 
do wn-in our Confeſſion, Chap. 2d. Set. zd. we would be on 
the one Hand ſecured from the Obje&ions of the Arians, and 
from rupning into Sabellianiſm on the other. N 

The only Thing that's ſuſtained relevant upon this Article, 

is the Profeſſor his teaching what is therein mentioned as hi; 
own Opinion. Now, there is only one Witneſs, viz. William 

Denniſton the 5th, that is poſitive that the Profeſſor gaye it 4 
bis own Opinion, That the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not 

to be ſaid to be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Efſence; 

and that it was ſuch an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons,and 

excluded Three Gods; and heard him give no other Name 

fo the Oneneſs, nor no other Notion of it; and uttered the 
above Propoſitions in Latin. 

As to the Reſt of the Witneſſes on this Article, there are none 
of them poſitive as to the Words they depone upon, that they 
are the Words (far leſs contain the Opinion) of the Profeſſor. 

Now as to this fingle Teſtimony of Denniſton, tis to be ob- 
ſerved, 1220, That what he adyances could not be the Pro- 
feſſor's Words, for they are in Engliſh, and the Profeſſor taught 
them in Latin, and the Witneſs cannot be „ upon 
as to the Juſtneſs of the Tranſlation, more than his Judgment 

would be truſted as to the Senſe and Import of what the Pro: 
oro 

2do, Tis obvious wherein he has miſtaken what the Profeſ- 
ſor taught, from the above concurring Teſtimonies of Chapman 
and Stirling, who declare the Profeffor only ſpoke of the Terms 
Numerical and Specifical, as they were uſed by the Ariſtotelian 
| Þhileſophers, when applied to created Subſtances, or rational 
Creatures. ON „ 1 FIEP 


2, Denniſton is ſingular in his Teftimony. 
As to the VI. Article, That when the Profeſſor aſſerted, That 


the Three Perſons, Cc. 


There is only one Witneſs, viz. William Boyd the gth, who 


 Meclares the rofeſſor ſaid, Whether the Subject of theſe Per fecti. 
ens be different, was another Queſtion, and perhaps too Meta- 
phyſical for us to determine; but as this Oath is not preciſely in 


As 


the Terms of the Libel, ſo he is only a ſingle Witneſs: + 
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As to the VII. Article, That the Profeſſor ſhould have taught, 
That in the Trinity there were Three intelligent Beings. 
I here is only one Witneſs who depones this, viz. Fames Bain 
the 7th, and Brown is not poſitive, laying, It was Words to that 
' Purpoſe, which cannot be truſted, and it was at a different Time 
and Place: Beſides, Bain was a very young Student, and only 


new entred, and might eaſily miſtake Bezngs for Agents. Now, 
by the Rules of Scripture, and Laws of all Nations in all Ages, 
the Teſtimony of one Witneſs is no Juſt or legal Proof againſt 
the Profeſſor. 25 3 | "RY 


As to the VIII. Article, That the Profeſſor taught, that Deus 
Pater eſt, Cc. 7 a 


There is only one Witneſs, viz James Sloſs, who De nes, 


That he heard him teach, Deus Pater fuit ante Deum Filium, 
non tempore ſed cauſalitate, and alſo theſe Words, Ni ſuppona- 
mus Deum non poſſe creare ab eterno; but is not poſitive hut 
ſomething interveened betwizmt the T'wo Propolitions, and he 
took the Two Propoſitions to be the Profeſſors own Opinion. 


And as he is ſingle in his Teftimony, ſo he is very exceptia- 


nable, it being probable that he was the Firſt that ſpread the 


fama againſt the Profeſſor, on which Account the Profeſſor did 
juſtly object againſt him: Beſides, that he is neither poſitive 


nor clear in what he ſays, and depones upon his Opinion, 


which is not to be allowed to a Witneſs; and the Depoſition, 
as emitted, does not make Senſe, Deus Pater fuit ante Fili- 


And indeed, conſidering that when the Presbytery of Glaſe 
gow had taken a full Precognition, and ſaw there was only this 
one Witneſs upon that Article, it is ſurpriſing they ſhould have 
put it into the Libel, when they knew it could never be 
enn 20% 4s 1 e N 

Upon the Whole, there is here no legal or concurring Proof 


| againſt the Profeſſor, of any one Artigle in the Libel, except 
the Fourth, wherein there is the higheſt Probability, that ei- 


ther the Twh above- mentioned Witneſſes have miſtaken the 


Profeſſor's Words, or if he has per incuriam uttered the Words 


depoſed upon, it has been a Trip in Speaking, that Propoſition 
being neither agreeable to his Opinion, nor the Argument he 
was ſpeaking of” | . = 

As to the Articles of the Libel, founded upon the Profeſſor's 
Letter, he refers to the Letter itſelf, his Anſwers, Defences, and 


epreſentation, which are herewith printed. 
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* according to 4 di ſferent Articles ¶ Thin 
of the LIBE IL, with the Paſlages which |, = 


- 
th toncern it in the Profeſſor s Papers. NT 7 | 
bt got u 
A * T. J. 18 adoring bis — concerning the Bleſſed ge | 
* 2 Trinity, ſince October 1725. 5. 
7 1. Mr. Sloſs, Numb. 1. 2. Mr. Edward ve 47 
f N. 3. 3. Mr. Alexander Duncan, N. FOE 4. Mr. William 6. 
— efw N. 5. 5. Mr. Charles Jervey, N. 11. 6. Mr. Alex- what 
ender MCulloch, N. 24. 7. Mr. Teddin, N. 26. * * 8 were 
N. 29. 9. Mr. Adam, N. 31. | 3 


AR T. II. Branch: 1. That formerly be uſed to give his hoe ſwers 
*tbe follow ing Caution, &c. _ a 
pe + Mr. Sloſs, N. 1. 2. Mr. Richy, N. 2. 3. Mr. Dun Lan hi 

ap, N. 4. 4. Mr. Denniſton, N. 5. 5. Mr. William Boyd, ou kat 

— . 6. Mr. Peddin, N. 26. 7. Mr. M* Alpin, N. 28. 2 8. : 

he uſed to give it at the Polemich Conferences. 


Branch 2. That 1 fel to give them the ſaid Caution * * 8] 
October 1725. 1. NV 
None depone that they heard him give it ſince that Time, # e 


bout the Word Wee ſee Mr. Barr, N. Hs bo | Mr. FE 


3 ot N * * 
3 * ** 


„ 


8 , _— — 


Nets, The Publiſher would gladly have fete this Abbre 
wiate in the Firſt Edition of this Colleſtion, bad a Copy of it 
come timely to bis Hands. The few Miſtakes that are here ta- 

ten Notice of, are by no Means imputed to any it Deſign zn the 
Committee of the Presbytery who #hafſed the Depoſutions, but pure- 
by to their Overſight, conſidering the ort Time they had for dr 
it. 

* My. Sloſs ſhould not be here, having deponed he was nt... 
preſent when the Profeſſor bad Occaſion to give that Caution, oe 

bis Depoſition. | — | 


4 So 
e 1 
i 

Pas 
„ < 


- Ts 


ART. III. About Independence and Necefſar =exiſtence, 
the Student's Ob jection, and the Projeſſr's s Anſwer. 1. - 


do you. know that, &. - 1 
1. Branch. As to the Profeſſor s Anſwer to the Objelien in the 
X Libel. 


| + Mr. Duncan, N. 4. Rene * Nece ary-exiſtencs 
in the Obje&ion, and the Profeſlor's Anſwer, That it was @ 
Thing we know nothing about. ee e 
, 2: Mr. Meck, N. 16. Neither you nor 1 know any. Thing, 8. 
out” that. Wo 
3- Mr. Brown, N. 6. IVe iow not theſe Things, « ar we Art 
not whether he might have a Being r : 
4+ Mr. Barr, N. 15. How do you know thad 2 
5. Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. How do you aw. that * ? or bow do 
we know that? : 
6. Mr, Langford, How do you know that ? But r not politi 
what were the very Words, but after his beſt Recolleckion ches 


were the Words. 


7. Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. The Profeſſor aid Gin Anſwer 
to jon Obje&ion) as to Independent, as in his Letter and An- 
ſwers to the References. And upon the Student 5 urging, if 
not Independent, then not Neceſſarily-exiftent, the Profeſſor b 
gan his Anſwer, to the Deponent's beſt Remembrance, How 
you know that? but is not poſitive. See De 2 ge 

8. * Mr. Johnſton 3oth Wit. about the Son's ie. 
on n the Father, None can ſuppoſe that. 


. * 


25 Branch, That theſe Terms were OT KS EIS, 
Mr. Brown, N. 6. '+ 2. Mr. William Boyd, N. g. Tow. 
3 3. Mr. Barr, N. 15. Theſe Terms are not 
proper or fit to be uſed when ſpeaking about the Trinity. F 4. 
Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. Theſe Terms unfit. 4 5. Mr. Ritchie, 
N. 2. Not to be applied to the Relations of the Divine Per- * 
ſons: | 6. Mr. MiClae, N. 21. Theſe Terms Imp ertinent. 8 
* re ce, N. 125 you . e en pea a. 


34 3 * 0 a 
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Ji Witneſs is wot poſitive about Words. Gay bis own be. 
Ons 

* Tbis it only: 4 Serabe of what: be Beis which altert the . 8 
Meaning. one Depoſition ; he 7s the 29th Witneſs. | 
+ The ere . e are claſſed here as deponing on the” 
Terms Independence and Neceſſary-exiſtence, whereas they De- 


hone only” on the eee e and 5 "bee their 


De epoſitionss .., Ne ot 22060Ge 


| #f on the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the Father and 

the Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as Seriptural Ex. 
preſſions. 8. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Dependent and Independent 
not in Scripture, conſequently not fit on this Subject. 5 


3. Branch, That they were Philoſophical Niteties, &6 
+1. Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. That the - Profeſſor whey 
ſpeaking about the Poſſibility that the Son ſhould not have 
been, and that the Father might have been without him, that 
the true Anſwer to the Queſtion was, It was @ Philoſophical 
Nicety we know nothing about, , phe EN en. 

+ Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. We are not ſo nicely to philoſophize, 
when ſpeaking of the Perſons in the Godhead ; or, Theſe were 
Philoſophical Niceties. AS uy A 


4. Branch, Their being ambiguous Terms. 2 
> Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. Ambiguous Terms. Compare 
the Paſlages in his Papers. * Lf 


ART. IV. Diſſatisfied with Mark's Argument againſt the Crea- 
tion of the World, and giving this Reafon; Chriſtus eſt e- 
ternus, {cd non neceſſario exiſtit, &c. + 8114 © 

1. Mr. Edward Boyd, N. 3. 2. Mr. Barr, N. 15. 3. Mr. 

Duncan, N. 4. but not poſitive theſe are the exact Words the 

Profeſſor then uttered. 0 fs £ 


ART. V. The Oneneſs of Subſtance not Numerical. 

1. Mr. Dennifton, N. 5. "I eee e 1} 
2. Mr. Tang ford, N. 10. Not one Numerical Eſſence accord- 
ing to Ariſtotle's Definition, and the Deponent᷑ not poſitiye as 
to the very Words, „„ „ i. 

3. Mr. Barr, N. 15. The Three Perſons not numerically 
one in Eſſence, but not poſitive that every one of the Words 
in that Article of his Depoſition are the Profeſſor's, nor can 
he ſay any of them are his own. wth ok 64 

4. Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. Not one Numerical Eſſence, if the 


ſame be taken, as it is by ſome, and applied to one Perſon. - 


5. Mr. Villiam Miller, N. 20. Not Numerical, as applied 
to Creatures; but the Orthodox made uſe of that Term in 2 
Senſe to which the Profeſſor agreed. 3 
6. Mr. Chapman, N. 23. Not one Numerical * Eſſence in 
the Senſe uſed in the Schools. an 37D 4+ 
7. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Not one Numerical Subſtance, 28 
theſe Terms are uſed by the Ariſtotelians, when applied to ra- 
tional Creatures, | | ü | FTIR) 


2 ” 7 73 — — * 


* Subſtance in Mr. Chapman's owr Depoſition, | 


II. 
bers: 
hs 
vealec 
it. 


2. Ne other Name or Notion given of that Onenels.. . 
II. None has appeared in che De ofttions,; that the Mem- 
bers appointed to claſs them can obſer ve. 

1. Mr. M*Clae, N. 21. The Manner of that Oneneſs not re- 


vealed, and it ſeems to be above our Capacities. to conceive 


It. | WE. MI An 


\; Whether the Subject of the Divine perfections be different ;&c. 
III. 1. Mr. William Boyd, gth Wit. Whether the Subject of 


5 


the infinite Divine Perfections be different, is another Queſti- 


on, and perhaps too Metaphyſical for us to determine. Kot 
* IV. I. Mr. Brown, N. 6. 2. Mr. Bane, N, 7. In 


Trinity there are Three Intelligent Being + 


Ld 
WE. 


* 


ART. VI. Deus Pater ante Deum Filium, nen tenpere ſed. 


cauſalitate — adding, Ni  ſupponamus Deum non | poſſe 
creare ab .cterno- > ͤ r $5575 33 polar 09 
1. Mr. Sg, Numb. 1. 2. As to the laſt Part of this 
Article, viz. Ni ſupponamus Deum non peſſe ereare ab eterns. 
Mr. Barr, N. 15. Ens eternum eft per felt iſſimum, interim po- 
tuit Deus dare enti durationem illimitatam, i. e. facere ut fit 
eternum, non tamen eſſet independens, cum debet ſemper \cau» 
ſam agnoſcere, quum cauſam habuit. | $i Filius genitus fuit 
ante creationem mundi tum ab eterno— In Eternituate a parte 
ante non eſt momentum proprius creationem alio, &. 3. The 
Words in Mr. Chapman's Depoſition, N. 23. About the utter 
Diſparity between the Eternity of the World, and the eternal 


Generation of the Son, are not ſo clear; that it can be ſo eaſily 


judged where to claſs them. 
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verſation, and ſays, Or Words to that Purpoſe- © Mr. xo hate 


pones on what he beard. in publick teaching, and 
thet be. thinks *o r rent ag arr” k 


+ Mr. Sloſs is 
rigbtly claſſed; for, if theſe 


t 


ords. of his be capable of any 


Meaning at all, they relate to quite another Purpoſe, and tbere 


4, 


is more than a Tear betwixt the Times. C 
poſiti ens. i bo > ip. + th 


Angle Witneſs bere, and Mr. Barr is not 
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4 im ” 
ARI CLES of the Libel rain to bis 


own Papers. 


| | N net of that Fort. 
= Tou bave owned aud acknowledged, that in i freaking of 
| our Lord Feſus Chriſt, you 55 not the Terms Neceſ- 
4 ſary-exiſtence, nor Independency, and gave this pre- 
1 : Faded Reaſon for it, that they are not — con- 
Cbriſt in the Holy Scriptures, nor our Confeſ- 
Faith, or the Syſtem you teach. 


— — And that they are ambigqous Terms of Art. 


1. The Words of his Letter, Merch 2. 1726, as to that Re- 
rt, Chriſtus non eft ens neceſſarium, there being no — 
ereof either in the Holy Scriptures, or our on ellion of 
Faith, nor in the Syſtem T teach, it never came in m Phong hts 
to mention it either in teaching or preaching ; as kerle 414 l 
l in teaching the Word Independens, for the fame Rea: 


2. Ex * in his Apſeers to the References, at the Cloſe 
j of what he has on Object. 2. to Paſſage 3. concerning Neceſſam- 
| _ ence — In ny. 

= am alſo humbly of Opinion, that 1 may teach and preach 
1 | the whole:Counſel of God revealed in his Word, 

this ſublime and important Subject, in the Words 'of Scripture 
and of dur Confeſſion of Faith, which are doubtleſs the ſafeſt 
and- fitteſt, without uſi ng theſe ambiguous Terms of Art. 
3. At the Cloſe ot his Anfwers in the ſhort View of the 
whole. 3dly, © The Words Nece 4 — and Indepen- 
2 « dent of the Father are ambiguous erms of Art, uſed in 
* Ct different Meanings.” - 

1 fiction 9. Mr. William Beyd, That the Words Depen- 
dens — — were very ambiguous. 


| ARTIC R-ItL ou ba deut 
| ed, Tis e ee kae 


eſſary 
. Supreme Deity, — the Title of de only true 


| 


God, may be taken, and were by fome Authors (een 
ws includes. tbe perfonal 2 of the 
— to the Sor, &c. Aud tho 


you 


concerning | 


( +8 
| yon ſaid, that 838 Sc. mi 
”Y | ' fo the n, in ſuch a Senſe as included not 
nal Property of the Father, yet you told not what that 
* Senſe — but without op” ſo yoo n This 


Pale as. ang Us 


S Paſ ages relating . 0: Artie ll. 2 on pls 18 
"i flages in. be 1 etter eine out in the i Zee, 8 
Rene 8 1 1 

2do, The Paſſages in his Anſwers to "theſe References that 
ſpeak of theſe Terms. 


>: 5 


mediately before the ſhort View" of the whole. 
4to, The laſt Paragraph of the ſhort View but one, about 


uſeful Cautions. 


de. te, The ſhort View it ſelf about all. tel Terms. 


ion 
| It has nbt appear'd in look , and claſling the 
o . ions, hit the 4 in pt . jr — 


11 see to the Son, is le, 
ear f alt ky K N N 


Ariel E UL eee 1 affirm of: 
ole ter inſiſting on the foreſaid Dine hen with 2 10 
 7zbe Sclf-exiſtence of the Son, that you x 
ah as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Wee, of 


ing Presbytery would declare rhe Meaning: "of rb Form, 


wall bi it is to be affirmed of tht Son and Holy Ghoſt. . 


the 5 - Upon Artitle Thilo: : „ 1 27 
ens See bs Cloſe of his Anfwers to 1 on — 550 Pas 
in ſage . n 07 g dene ee eee, 5a . 


bt belong 
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3tzo, In the Paragra h of his Anſwers to the References, i im- 


e. rp n | 
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Ds: PosLTIONS in Profeſſor's Sinſome Affair, 
claſſed according to the various Articles ia 
the particular Grounds of To given 

in by him to the Freer of f Kllken, 
3 1955 79th, 1727. hs 


* 
; > * \ 
— CL . 2 * A 


tr 
— — * * 


DEPOSITIONS that + firm moe arty to re- 
ute to * ift. 


ART, I. 


JHAT he taught as bis own Judgment the 
expreſs Words .of the 775 in the Con- 
feſſion of Faith, oppoſe 

the Libet; In. e 2. and Chap. § 2. &ce. 
Branch 1. That he taught them as his own Jud ment, Mr: 

Edward Boyd Numb. 3. Mr. Langford N. 10. Mr. Fervey 
N. 11. As to Chap. 8. Ciel Mr. J itchy N. 2. Mr. Duncan 
N. 4. Mr. Carmic dae! N. 2. 


2. That he did not deny or impugn any of theſe Artieles, 
» expreſs kir ſelf diſſatisfied, Mr.! eddin N. 26. Mr. M* Alpin | 
28. 


3. That | he recommended the Words in theſe Articles, Mr. 


Campbell N. 12. as to Ch 
niſm and Sabellianiſm,” 


2. Confeſſ. as ſecuring from Arie- 
« Carmichael N. 25. Mr, M*Alpin 


be Several depone as to particular: Erpreſions in theſe Ar- 


ticles.” 


The Three Perſons o the fame as to be One God, Mr. 


Campbell N. 12. of one Sub ſtance, Power and Eternity, Mr. 
Ritchy N. 2. Mr. Anderſon N. 22. One Subſtance equal in 
Power and Glory, diſtipguiſheq” on by their Nee Pro- 
perties, Mr. Chapman N. 23. 
* The Son very and eternal God, N. 11, 12. 

The Son very and eternal God ôf one Sybſfance, and Equal 
with the Father, N. 16, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27. and N. 2. 


The Son of one Subſtance, and Equal with the Father, 


Mr. eek N. 16. 


; un he Three Perſons were the ſame in 8 and | 


w ot ea-o- 


to the Articles in 


Thg 


5 feitions, and confirmed the Truth of all theſe eſſenti 


N, Ky 


Fi 


(m2 
The Fhree Perfons the ſame LL = and muſt be ſo, 


becauſe 7 — Simplicity of the Daring Perfeaions, N. 18. 


Mr. 
The 


J 


eee 
DBYOSTT IO NS lung to-Article II of 'the 


fore ſaid -Exculpation, viz. That in Teaching the 


Equality of the Son with the Father, he ſhewed that 


Le bud Life in himſelf as the Father had, i. e. That 
be was Infinite, Eternal and changeable in 55 
Being, Wiſdow, Power, &c. and other Divine Per- 


Divine Perfectious that are mentioned by Profe 
Pictet, Book, _ —— 2 2. fo i Os #: that 


Book. 


4 * 5 
1. Branch, Thet "the 5 Sen » hoth b Life in bimſel. 
R. Langford N umb. 10, That” the Profeſſor 8 


N com Film v6 Thr the dr hath ol fen 

imſe 

2. Mr. Chapman N. 23. That the beſt Notion e can have 

of the Son's Eternal Generation is given us in that Text: * . 
3. Mr. M Cullocb N. 24. The Profeſſor uſed that My 

in N e the Eternal Generations 


*- 7 $ >) 83 


= That the Son hath all Divine Per Sect. 22 


Mr. Jervey N. 11. Mr. Campbell N. 12. depones this Pro- 
r oe, That al the Divine Perfections belong d to the Son, 
excepting the Fathers Per ſans] e but not N about 
theſe very Words. 


Zo That all the eſſential Perfoltions” 73 the" Father "agree fo. the 
Son, but not the perſonal: Property. 
This by Mr. e N. 290 Mr. Willow Miller N. 10 
Mr. MClae N. 21. 


4. That whotover) and be affirmed 7 he" Father; yore to 


be affir med of the Son, except his perſonal-Property. . 


10'S; Pere one Su ance in ales: in a ; Senſe | 
uſed by the Orthodox, N. 20. Mr. Wiliam Aller. £22. 


This by Mr. Stirling: he as oh Mr. Cotes N. 19. Mr. Ritchy. S | 
34 | 9 B. 
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DEPOSITIONS relating to Article III. of 


tube {aid  Bxeulpation, viz. But ex ſuperabundante, 


© the Defender adds, That be offers to prove, that 


dit hin the Time mentioned in the Libel, le did fi- 
«+ Fute the ſeveral Branches of the Arian Hereſy, name- 


.. by, That the Son of God is created or made out of 
Nothing; That there was a Time when he was not; 
„That he was a. changeable and precarious Being, 


IN Oppoſition to which the Defendant taught, That the 

| Glorious Son of God was neither created nor made, but 

was the only begotten Son of God, eternally begotten of him, 

without any Beginning of his Duration, of one Subſtance with 

the Father, endued with the ſame eſſential infinite Perfe&ions 

with 1 which * has manifeſted by creating all Things, ©. 

holding all Things, Cc. which declare him to be by 

ature infinitely above all created, precarious and contingent 
Beings whatſoever, as is God the Father, Cc. | 


„I, About re ſuting the. Arian Here. 
1. Mr. Langford, Nang — That the ks. cenſured 
we Arian Doctrines, referring to the Account of them in 

eodoret, and particularly their Doctrine, That there was & 
Lime when the Son was not; and, That be is of a mutable Na- 


ture. 


2- Mr. fvats N, 29. That the Profeſſor refuted all the 
Branches of the Arian Hereſy. . Ls 1 e Toi A 
. Johnſton N. 30. That the Profeſſor conſuted the 
Arian and Sabellian Notions about the Trinit . 


2. About the Son's not being made or ereated. 
Mr. Chapman N. 23. That the Profeſſor taught that th 
Son was not created or made: The ſame Expreſſion is de- 


| Ponied by Mr. Car michael, N. 25. Mr. Peduin, N. 264 Mr 


Stirling, N. 27. Mr. Coats, N. 29. 
Mr. Jervey, N. 11. That the Proftſſor ſaid, The Son is 
neither created nor made, when refuting the Ariun Hereſy. 
Mr. Ritchy, N. 1. (his ſecond Depoſition) That to prove 
the Son not created, he uſed an Argument from John i. 3. M 


— 


. 
| 


Mr: 


fad 1 
Mr. Miclae, N. 21. Chriſt i is 128.2. ; to Create requires in 
finite Perfections 3 S Þ Being of iptinite Perfection n by cre- 


ated. 


Mr. Anderſon, N. 22. The Son not a Creature 
Mr. * N. 28. The Son not created. 


23§ůG The Son eternal, and eternally begottem.. 
N. 10. Mr. Lang ford. N. 11. Mr. Fervey. N. 17. Mr. Rit- 


V. N. 22. Mr. Anderſon. N. 29. Mr. Coats, all depone the £ 
Son eternally begotten. | 


Mr. Ritchy, N. 2. The Profeſſor proved from en and 


7+ That the Son i is as ancient as the Decree | 


4. The. Son caval begotten, ns Beginning « ei. 
Mr. M Clae, N. 21. Mr. Chapman, N. 23. Alſo Mr. Mc 


loch, N. 24. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Mr. Barr, N. 15. The Son 


not begotten. in Time. — —— Et fi genitms of ante vs 


| w genitus eſt ab eterno, Ge. 


i ond 1A 26 hh 
3 *, @ 4% 


5. About his not being a 3 Being. 
See Depoſ. 1. claſs'd under this Article, viz. Mr. Langford, 
N. 10. about cenſuring the Arian Dogrine, That Chrift is of a 


mutable Nature. 2 


1 . The Son FF effentia © cum Fare. | 
"Mr. Monerief, N. 14. | 


Mr. MClae, N. 21. The — be the game with the 


Father, from 1 Jobn v. 7. That Text proved to be authentick. 


_ Mr«Kitcby, N. a. Ho there is no arguing from created Sub- 


ſtances to the irn z n _ Per rſon a a different DN 
See the D 


1 7. Idem Ens trum Patra; W 5 | 
* Canpbel N. 12. The Profeſſor ſaid, Gbriftus 7 Miu? 


ens cum Patre, tantummodo perſona ee; or, Non «it ens 


diſtinctum a Patre. 


Mr. M*Culloch, N. 24. Chriftus ft idem ens cum Patre t 
pgs — diftinBus, ; * 


| 8. Deus ee * 
Mr. C Gompbel, N. 12. That the Profeſſor aid, Chriſt was 
Deus natura, and ſaid it, as the Deponent thought; in Op 28. 


_ tion te Dr. Clark. 2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 1 TY The Son Go by 
7 


Nature. 3. The fame by Mr. Stirling, 


. Chviß trav Gad, und of — feftions. © | 
Mr. M'*Clae, N. 21. That the Pro flor proved this from ſe- 
veral Serircutes, as Jobm i. Ma. is, 6. a nd fa » that EL Gib- 


ber, 
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Bor, Ie. ix. 6. is to be applied only to the sd d ſaid 


this in refuting Dr. Clark's Opinion, in the Lear! 1725. is. D 
2. Mr, Chapman, go oh he Son i is ve ne and Uimited 
8 425 Mr. 
| 88 . nity o 

10. den, above 1 cod; 

Mr. Ritehy, N. 17. That the Son is flot of the Number Knut b 
of- Creatures, but in nitely above them. 2. Mr. Car michael, mited ' 


Creaturas-omnes dignitate infinite ſuperat, cum omnes creaverit, 
non ut inſtrumentum, ſed per efficaciam ſua potentiæ. 3. Mr. 7. 45 
Stirling, "The Son infmitely above Creatures. 4. Mr. Coats, This 


The ſame, adding, as being Creator. e | '\ Wriftote 
| N. 14. 
11. Chriſti not making the World as an Rape | y 
Mr. MClac, N. 21. That Chriſt created the World by his 
oper Perfections, and that the Particle: dcs ãĩs not oa be undo r- Mr. 
grop inſtrument aliter. | 
Mr. Carmichael, N. 23. Cum omnes creaverit,; non ut inge. wu 
mentum, ſed per efficaciam _u 1 ; Sox 
12. Cbriſt i 5 God not in an improper Senſe. * after 


Mr. Langford, N. 10. That the Profeſſor 9 That 1 Ou 
Chriſt is God by the uſual Arguments, and that the Profeſſor hn Ne. 
took not the Word Gop in an improper Seats, ===; 1 
2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. That Chriſt was more properly God, Wee h 
than the Son of any Man can be a Man, heeauſe endued with | ence e 
bs: very ſame — wherewith God the Father is. et re 


13. The Profeſſor 7 ſpeaking 4 againſt that Netion of -Ged, that it 
:gnifies Spiritual Domination. * 
1. Mr. Langford, N. 10. Againſt which Nation he warmly re-- 
commended Guſſetius. _ 
2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. The Profeſſor. refuted Dr. Clark's No- 
tion of a God, placing it in Spiritual Domination. | 


* The 
eſſes at 
nt at |} 
med, 
roven u 
ofitively 
2 


1 Atgeut the Werds, Pater eſt eauſa Filii, prior paternitate 8 
15 ordine, non tempore. 

Mr. Chapman, N. 23. The Profeſſor ſaid, The naming of the 
Father cauſa Filii, was a very improper Way of Speaking, and 
ſaid, Pater eſt prior Filio paternitate, non prior temp ore. 

Mr. Car michael, N. 24. The Profeſſor called Pater cauſa Fi. 
lii a harſh Way of - Speaking; and that he has heard him 
 oftrer than once, in Oppoſition to that Way of Speaking, uſe 
theſe Words, Pater <ft prior Filie ordine & 'paternitate, ſe 2d nen 
tempore. 


3. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Pri or nen tempere fed: ordind, 


15. The Son's Generation incomprehenſible. 
N. 30. Me. Fohnſton. 1 16. Dif. | 


— 


* 


— 129 2 7 : 


16. Diſparity between the Eternity of the World, and the eters © 


nal Generation of the Son of God. 


Mr. Chapman, N. 23. An utter Diſparity between the Eters - - 


nity of the World, and the eternal Generation of the Son of 
God; and the Profeſſor gave this Reaſon. for it, That the World 


o 


mited Perfections. 2 | 22 e 
17. About Mark's Argument agai | the Creation of | the World. 
This Seſſion the Profeſſor ſaid, It was not good againſt 'the 
viſtotelians, 1 Mr. Edward Bd, N. 8. 2. Mr. Monerief, 
„ Go | RD 5 8 


Inuſt be finite, whereas the Son of God is of infinite and illi- 


* * 


18. Chriſt no other God from the Father- phe = 


« N. B. The Profeſſor, in his Defences againſt the Libel, 
© Page 66. of his Printed Caſe, aflerts, That a little before or 
© after Candlemas laſt, when he came to teach the 8th Chap. 
* of our Confeſſion, he prav'd, That aur Lord Feſius Chriſt was 
* a Neceſſary Being; and when he put Queſtions to the 2 
© nents for his Excalpation, he * frequently asked, If they did 
not hear him (vi. the Profeſſor) teach the Neceſſery-exift | 
* ence of the Son of God? But all of them deponed, They cou} 
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eſes at moſt : But there were Twenty Students at leaſt pre- 
nt at his Leſſons laſt Seſſion of the College, who were not en. 
ined, and Seventeen of them were not cited; mho would have 
roven what the Profeſſor aſſerted. This is what the Profeſſor 
Atively affirmed, when this N. B. was read in the A 9. 
E + ooo OTST ET nn 


* The Profeſſor acked this Queſtion only at Three of the Wits 


« 
** * K * — — * _ oy me * . 8 
: "IN N TO, * COPE | 9 5 a : . 8 
3 < : = $5 5 *7 9 * 71 x * V 
& - * * i : þ 
A* > 


eee e UE 08 08 ET a uent 

REMARKS on Profeſſor 81. $0N's »An 
ſwers, to what he calls the Presbytery of Glaſ. 
gow's Paper, Intituled, References anent Pro- 
_teſſor Simſon's Affair. 
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1. REMARKS on the Profeſſor's Vindication of the 
Paſſage about Neceſlary-cxiſtence, referred to, as gi- 
ving Ground to the firſt Tuo Queries, and ſecond 
Part of the Third Query. & 


J presbytery bad no Reaſon to underſtand what 


the Profeſſor ſays in the Paragraph about Chriſtus non 
ts oft ens neceſſarium,' as that he is there ſpeaking only 

of Words mentioned, or expreſly uſed in Scripture and Confeſ- 
fon; 1. Becauſe he would then have expreſſed himſelf other: 
wile, and more clearly, viz. As to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt 


ens neceſſarium; there being no Mention of that Term, ens nt. 


ceſſarium, either in Scripture, Cc. it never came in my T houghts 
to mention it. | GE . 
72 The Paſſage, as now explained, does not anſwer the Pro- 


1 


o&tine, they would not think it 


It 


enough to affirm, That they uſed not the Term. 
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| this Diſtinction, of a Senſe in which they are, and in à Senſe 


/ 


C "x38 . e 
It is eaſy to account fof our e not uſing the Term: 
For as it is not eaſy to uſe expreſly all the. Terms by which 
Truth may be expreſſed or denied ; ſo when our Confeſſion was 
compiled, there was not ſuch Nr made to the Truth as 
now, by Men profeſſing to own Chriſt's Eternity, while they 
call in Queſtion his Neceſſary-exiſtence. © © 
III. The Profeſſor ſeems to think the above cited Paſſage, a- 
bout Neceſſary-exiftence, may be farther vindicated, by obſer- 
ring a Diſtinction he uſes about different Senſes of that Term; 
namely. one Senſe of it that is inconſiſtent with the perſonal 
Properties of the Father and Son; and another Senſe, or other 
Senſes of it, that are not inconſiſtent with theſe perſonal Pro- 
pertiey - in which laſt Senſe or Senſes he owns it will agree to 
£90077 1 Zig rg = Oo „„ 
But, 1. He tells not what theſe Senſes are, that are conſiſtent 
or inconſiſtent with theſe perſonal Properties; but leaves us in 
the Dark : And certainly dark and doubtful Ways of Speaking 
are the proper Grounds for Queſtions (as direct erronecus As- 
ſertions are Grounds, not for Queſtions, but Libels.) And this 
holds true in a ſpecial Manner of ſuch dubious Ways. of 'Speak- 
ing in a Paper, the whole profeſs'd Deſign of which, is a Mans 
rindicating- himſelf from Imputations of Error. 
2. Altho' the Profeſſor ſays, That he and the Tn | 
agree in owning that the Son is Neceſſarily-exiſtent, in a Senſe 
conſiſtent with his being begotten; yet ſince he tells not what 
that Senſe is, after the Presbytery's Quer fix d their Senſe of 
the Term, the Ground of the Query is not removed. The Pro- 3 
feſſor does not ſeem to ſay any LBS, eres but what * 
be ſaid by ſuch as oppoſe Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, in the _ 
ordinary and moſt proper Senſe of it mentioned in the Query. 
Theſe Men might ſay, they own it in any Senſe" confiſtent b 
with the Son's being begetten; becauſe they think not the 
Senſe mentioned in the Query to be conſiſtent with it: And 
the Profeſſor's Words give not ſufficient Security againſt ſome 
ſuch low Senſe: of the Word, as ſhall import no more than 2 - 
mere hypothetical Neceſſity, as when it may be ſaid of ſome . 
mere Creatures, that they muſt neceſſarily have a Being for 
ever, hecauſe the Immutability of God's Purpoles and Pro- 


; * * 4 
* * o « 
* 
©. FR 


* 
* 


miſes requires it. e 9073123 „ 1 

3. In {peaking not only of Neceſſary- exiſtence, but of the 
other Divine Titles mention'd in the Letter and the 8 
ſuch as Independent, Moſt High God, &c, the Profeſſor uſes 


in which they are not applicable to the Son. ps 
But, 1/7, Has not this a Tendency to teach young Men, 
that in a Senſe, the contrary Terms may be applied to him; 
that in a Senſe, he is a precerious or contingent Being, or a de- 
endet inferier BARS 3 Anu ny e, Mearum between 


* 


* 


: n þ. 


« 4 » 
| 2 cl ; 
%, * 3 * Sa ws * 


Neceffarily-exiſtent and Pires, Independent and De, this m 
pendent, Supreme and Inferior. ONT id ede rr Þ 
2dly, May not the ſame Diſtinction with * Reaſon be al- 

lowed as to other Divine Titles not mentioned in the Queries, IL R 
ſo as that Men may be taught to ſay, that in a certain Senſe h 

the Son is not Omnipotent, nor Oumniſcient, nor Eternal, &c. foe 
namely, in a certain Senſe that is inconſiſtent with his perſona} 
Property, that Senſe being {till left unexplained. 3 

Za, It is not known that any 8 Divines have uſed 
the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, in ſuch a Senſe, as to include the 
Father's perſonal! Property, or ſo as to make it not agree to the 
Son : And if other Divines, who write not ſoundly on this 


_ 1 


| 4 Head, have uſed it ſo, the Profeſſor ſhould rather have dif. | not co 
1 countenanced, and cautioned the Students againſt it; and in Cautio 
188 neglecting to do ſo, he gives People Ground to be jealoys of his But 
j 1 own Soundneſs. 7 CC profeſſ 
| IV. The Profeſſor ſpeaks oftner than once of Neceffary-ex- of a C 
C | iſtence, as an ambiguous Term of Art; but the Presbytery ex- fur thei 
„ | 28 their Senſe of it, viz. That it is impoſſible that he 2do, 
Wt Thould not have been, and the Profeſſor will own, that their needs 
8 Senſe of it, agrees with the Senſe given of it in ſome of thoſe this F 
1 Treatiſes on the Being and Attributes of God, that are moſt on the 
lt frequently in the Hands. of Students: Which - Treatiles very ous for 
11S juſtly mike it a Primary Attribute of the Deity, diſtinguiſh- Þ| ſame 1 
| ing him from all Beings that are not God; and fo muſt fix ſolute 
„ this Principle in the Minds of attentive Readers, that a God Page 2 
„ not Neceſſarily-exiſtent is o de ca 
* V. When the Profeſſor is giving the Reaſons why he men. [| Chriſt 


iſ tioned not Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, he ſays, It never. came 3tz0, 
| . F#nto his Thoughts to mention it, becauſe tis neither mentioned by tho 
in our Standards, nor in the Syſtem he teaches; and adds, As © Wants. 

little did he mention the Wor Independent for the ſame Rea. When: 
But Pictet is one of the Syſtems whereof he teaches ſome this, t 
Chapters, particularly de Deo uno © Trino, and in it there Numer 
is a Chapter proving, that Deus eft ens neceſſarios exiſtens, ſons a 


1 , 

. men verus, ſupremus & independens Deus. And Paragraph 21. 
} he proves Chriſt's 3 from the Divine Attributes aſerih- 
j ed ta him, particularly In ependentia. F 2» 


y So that the Profeſſor s not mentioning ent neceſſarium or 
ſndependens ſeems te be a deliberate affected Omillionz And 
$2 LET FMS | + 8 F . hs a : +a * 


— . eo ne —— 


this makes it the more Suben if Chriſt's being ens neceſſa - 
rium be any Part ot his Faith. ET | 


II. R E A R K S on the Profeſſors Vindication of, 5 
the ſecond Paſſage pointed to in the References, name 
ly, about Selt-exiſtence. 5 . 1 


Ie H E Profeſſor ſays, when he took Notice to the Stu- 
dents, That being of None, is the ſame that many 
Authors underſtand by being Self-exiſtent, he did not affirm, 
That the Term was rightly ſo uſed, but only related a Fack 
not controverted, and that the Students needed no further 
Caution in this Caſe, but to warn them of this Fac. 
But on this Head it may be obſerved, Imo, That if the 
Profeſſor thought nat the Term rightly ſo uſed, there was need 
of a Caution about it; and to ſay that there was no need of 
further Caution, ſeems to import that it is rightly ſo uſe. 
2do, It ſeems ſtrange that the Profeſſor ſhould ſay that there 
needs no Caution in this Caſe, but to warn the Students of © 
this Fact, when he knew that there were ſome late Writers 
on the Trinity (whoſe Books are much read) who are very zeal- 
ous for aſcribing Self-exiſtence to the Father only, and at the 


ſame Time would have it to be of the ſame Import with ab-. * | 


ſolute Eternity and Neceſſary-exiſtence, See Clark Script. Dot. 
Page 246. Waterland's Def. Page 121. And is there no Need 
to caution againſt Phraſes or Aﬀertions, that may import that 


Chriſt is not Neceſſarily- exiſtent, or abſolutely Eternal? 


3tzo, He inſinuates that the Term Self-exiſtent is rightly uſed - 
by. thoſe who. deny it of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, when he 
wants to know from the Presbytery the true Meaning of it, 
when applied to them. He might eaſily have conſidered that 
the Presbytery's Meaning of it in that Caſe muſt have been 
this, that the Three Perſons of the Trinity ſubſiſt in the ſame 
Numerical, Self-exiſtent Subſtance , and that theſe Three Per- 
ſons are the One God deſcribed, Confeſ. Chap. II. Seck. 2: 
who is ſaid to have all Life in him and of himſelf, and to be 
in and unto himſelf ſufficient ; and any Inſinuations againſt this 
Doctrine do not remove, but rather ſtrengthen the Grounds | 


of the Query. 


m. REMARKS on the Anſwers to References under | 
the Third Query, about the Title, The Moſt High 


LL that the Profeſſor offers for taking off this Ground 568 
A. Firſt, Such a Senſe of the Words of his Letter, * 11 
. * thang 
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thought none but himſelf ae Lark hit upan, vi. That 
what he owns probable, he might have ſaid amounts to this, 
The Words Summus Deus, when applied to the Perſons of the 
Bleſſed Trinity are to be taken cum grano ſalis: But how could 
any other underſtand him thus. when he is ſpeaking of Chriſt's 
being Summus Deus, according to the Title of a Chapter in 
Pictet that he had read. Beſides, if his Words be taken as ex. 
plained now, the Meaning wil be this, that when the Term 
Summus.Deus is applied to the Father, Son and Holy Gboſt, 


(the one true God) it is to be taken cum grano ſalis. | 
In teaching the Students, he ſays, without giving any Cau- 


| tion, that Authors take it in ſuch a Senſe as to include the Fa- 


ther's perſonal Property, which may be reaſonably conſtructed 
to be his own Opinion. But it is not eaſy to conceive how 

the Title Summus Deus can be taken for the 1 Property 
of the Father, if all the Three Perſons be really God, and ſo in- 
 Kinite.. If the Father be the moſt High with Reſpe& to the 


Son, he mult be a God Superior to him; for the Superlative 


neceſſarily includes the Comparative, and ſo the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt muſt be two inferior Gods, which is a Subordination 
with a Witneſs. ; 1 h | 
uſed by the Ancients. on this Head; ſeeing Men who have a 
ſound Meaning may. uſe unſafe and ambiguous Words, that 
are apt to be miſtaken, and ſince none can afhrm, that the An- 
cients are perfectly free from ſuch Expreſſions, and they could 
not foreſee all the bad Uſe might have been made of their Ex- 


preſſions againſt their own Sentiments, and ſeeing there is more 
Pains taken by Ad verſaries this Way, in this Age, and in Bri- 


| Fazn, than perhaps for many Ages N on all theſe Accounts 
there was the greater Reaſon why t 


ſions, and conſequently what he advances about the Ancients, 
is far from being ſufficient to remove the Grounds of the 
Query. OA O75" 15 1 5. A Wt 


TV. REMA RKS on what relates to John xvii. 3; 


1. 5 IS to be obſeryed, that the Profeſſor in his Letter, 
and in his Anſwer to the References, does not deny 
the Report relating to that Text, from which it was to be ſup- 
poſed, that his Letter was deſigned to vindicate him; namely, 
that there was a Senſe, in which the Words, The only true God, 
couſd not be applied to the Son, but only to the Father. 
2. As to the Diſtinction about the two Senſes of the Words 
(The only t ue God) as well as of the other Divine Titles in the 
Queries: The Remarks made above may be applied to which 


- 


As to what. the Profeſſor alledges concerning Expreſſions 


e Profeſſor ſnould caution 
the Students againſt the bad Uſe might be made of ſuch Expreſ- 
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And it is lain, this has a Tendency to lead the Students ta, f 


think and fay, that in a Senſe, Chriſt il not true Gd. 


3. As to what the Profeſſor alledges of ſome of the Ancients; 7 


* 
6 
1 


5 


Moſt High God. © 


the lame Remarks may be made as aboye about the Title, The 
Tho Tome Ancients underſtood the Expreſſion, The only true 


God, in that Text, as applied emphatically to the Father, yet 


many of them, who were ſound, underſtood the excluſive Par- 
ticle or Term, in Oppoſit ion to Idols, and not in Oppoſition 
to the Son or Spirit of God. And others of them underſtobd 
the Expreſſion to be applied there both to the Father and the 
Son, ſo as not only not to exclude' the Son, but even expreſly 


to include him. And it is a known Obſervation on the Serip- 
ture Stile, that the excluſive Terms or Particles joined. wien 


Divine Titles, when applied to one of the Perſons of the God- 
head, are never to be underſtood to exclude the other Perſons, 


but only all other Beings: As for Inſtance, when it is ſaid, 
That none knows the Father but the Son, none knows the Things - 


of God but the Spirit of God, none knows the Name written n 
Chriſt's Thigh but himſelf. Tho* the Father is not expreſly 
mentioned in theſe Aſſertions, yet it is plain he is not ex- 
cluded. on a te d Loren 5:06 ty 


ry 
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Sixth Query. 3 t 
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But whereas the Profeſſor ſays likewiſe, That the Students might 


* 
N 


much as our Confeſſion does. 


But *tis plain, that if Errors are vented in new Expreſfons, © 


not ſo much uſed when the Confeſſion was compiled, tis not ſo 
ealy to eaution againſt the Dotrines of erroneous Writers, 
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Fo this is to be taken cum grano 
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le was the Profeſſor's Ching that he never mentioned the 
Terms of thoſe whoſe Doctrines it was needful he thould have 
refuted, that gave Ground for the 5th e And it does 
not give a ſatisfying Anſwer to it, to tell, that when he was 
obliged to mention their Terms, inſtead of telling that their 
Doctrines were dangerous, he only affir that the ir Terms 
were improper : Eſpecially when, as was obſeryed before, he 
called q the contrary Expreſſions, hy which the Truth is de. 
fended againſt them, improper likewiſe. | BS: 
The Profeſſor makes a Recapirulation of the Subſtance of 
what he had ſaid in his Anſwer to the References, that the 
Presbytery a 5 is 
ed this Church will not think it ſafe for a Profeſſor of Di- 
vinity, inſtead of vindicating the proper true Divinity of the 
Son, to aſſert or teach, That Self-exiftence, Neceſſary-exiſtence, 


Moft _ God, The'only true God, Independence, are only ſo 


many different Expreſſions, by which the Father's being of 

none, neither begotten nor proceeding, and begetting the Son, 
either actually hath, or may be meant. by ſome Authors, and 
that without giving any Caution againſt this 'Abuſe of thoſe 
Words; And thus to teach People to ſay, That in a Senſe that 
is not to be condemned, the Son is not 1 Neceſſarily- 
| exiſtent, Independent, the Moſt High God, the only true God ; 


and to juſtify all this from. theſe Words of our Confeſſion, That 


the Father is of none, which is beſt explained by itſelf, neither 
begotten nor proceeding. . n 
2dly, Whether the Profeſſor deſigned, that the Presbytery 

ſhould obſerve the Agreement of his Principles, and of what 


he teaches, with what Dr. Gark lays down in his Scripture 
n 


Doctrine of the Trinity; yet it is eaſy to ſee an 
many great Articles, by the following Compariſon. 


| Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 


: 
* 
1 


Letter and Anſwers to Docior Clark's 
the References. 6 
. Paſſage in his Letter. Prop. vil The Pather alone 
isint 


' A Bout his Reading in 
A Pictet, Chriſtus eft ſum- 


higheſt, ſtri& and pro- 
mus Deus, and laying 5 


per Senſe abſolute] | 
OE Oe 


eke 1 do not remember Prop. xxvii. Concerning the 
that I then uſed this reſ- Son there are other the great- 
ſion, yet I think it probable T eſt Things (| n 
might. and the hi * a 


may not miſtake what he aims at. But 1, *Tis 


rei 
Words 
ken in 
include 
Pröpe r 
Author 
that Se 


the Son 


2d 

As tc 
non eſt 
being 
either 1 
or our 
in the & 


| came i 


tion it 
Preach 
mentic 
dent, 
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Words 
ceſſaril 
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IT remember 1 ſaid, if the 
Vords ſummus Deus were ta- 
ken in ſuch a Latitude, as to 
include the Father's perſonal 
property, as they are by ſome 


Authors, they could not in 


— 
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ſcribed to him, excepting only 
Supremacy and Independency, 


which to ſuppoſe communi- 


cable is an expreſs Contta- 
diction in Terms, 


that Senſe be truly affirmed of Fo 


the Son. 


2d Paſſage of the Letter. 

As to that Report Chriſtus 
non eſt Eu nece ſſarium, there 
being no Mention thereof, 
either in the Holy Seriptures, 


or our Confeſſion of Faith, nor ture (which would be in Rea- 
in the Syſtem, I teach, it never lity Self-exiſtence not Fliation) 
| came in my Thoughts to men- 


tion it, either in. 3 or 
Preaching; as little did I 


mention the Word Indepen- 


dent, for the ſame Reaſon: 
Yet all are agreed, that if the 


Words 3 and Ne- 


etfſarily-ex: ent; be taken in a 
Senſe that includes the Perſo- 


nal Property of the Father, 


they cannot be applied to the 


Son. 


34 Paſſage of the Letter. 
The Father's being of None, 
is the ſame that many Authors 


underſtand by being Self-ex- - 
iſtent. 


In the Anſwer to the Referen- 
ces. 1 


TI ſhould take it as a Piece 


of uſeful Inſt ruſtion, both to 
me and the Students, if the 
Presbytery would declare the 


true Meaning of that Engliſh 


Term of Art, when it is to be 


Son or Holy Ghoſt. 


affirmed of the Perſon of the 


* 


; Prop. xyii. The Son (accord- 
ing to the Reaſoning of the pri- 
mitive Fathers) deriyes his 


Being from the Father. —— 


Not by mere Neceſſity of Na- 


but by an Act of the Father's 


incomprehenſible Power and 5 


. 


Doctor Clark's Notes on Props 


Xxvii. — 


It cannot be denied, but 


e hrs and Beget] 2 
moſt properly imply an | 
the Father's Will. . | 

| | Prop. v.) 


The Father alone is Inde. 


pendent. 


Prop. v. 


1 p „ 
The Father alone is Sf. 


exiſtent. Fo 


Prop. xiv. 3 


The Holy Ghoſt is zot 
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of the Letter. 


- 1x; 


_ 4th Paſſage 


When that Phraſe, the only The Scripture, when it 


true God, is taken in a Senſe mentions the one God, or the 
that includes the Father's Per- only God, always means the 
ſonal Property, it cannot in ſupreme Perſon of the Father. 
that Senſe be applied to the I dw 
Son, but only to the Father. 


On the Whole, there being a flagrant Report that the Pro- 
feſſor had taught erroneous Doctrine on the Head of the Tyini. 
ty, particularly that the Son is not Self-exiſtent, Neceſſarily- ex- 
Sent, &c. as above, and the ſaid Profeſſor writing to the Preſ- 
bytery for his own Vindication, has not thought fit to remove 


the Grounds of Suſpicion, tho' the Presbytery, according to 
the Act of Aſſembly, propoſed to him the Queſtions relative 


thereto, and required him to anſwer ; and after all, the Pro- 
feſſor ſhifting to give Satisfaction to the Church, as to his Faith 
in theſe Points, the Scandal  muit continue, and the Grounds 
of Suſpicion muſt remain; and therefore it highly concerns the 
Church ſeriouſly to conſider the Danger that ariſes from this, 
and. to apply a proper Remedy. | 1 


eee 
ANS WE RS To the Remarks on Profeſſor 


SfusoOo N' Anſwers to the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow's References. DM 


HE Presbytery had ſufficient Reaſon to underſtand from 
the Words of the Profeſſor's Letter, that the Term ens 
eve far ium, or a Neceſſary Being, is not expreſly affirmed of 
Chriſt in Scripture, &c. becauſe the common & eaning of the 
Word, Mentioned, ſignifies ſo much, viz. to name or ſay 4 
Thing expreſly. And thro* that whole Seck. the Profeſſor takes 
it in that Meaning; wherefore altho' the other Way of ex- 


FP ; peefing it had been clearer, yet the neceſſary Meaning of his 


ords in the Letter is the ſame ; which a candid Reader, that 


hath no Mind to cavil, will eaſily perceive. And conſidering Þ 


the Profeſſor's Indiſpoſition at writing that Letter, the Pres- 


bytery that knew it, ſhould at leaſt have put the moſt favour- 


able Conſtruction on his Words; and yet, after all, this Cavil 


Der our furreprioully after his Letter had been more than 


| Year lying before them. | | | 
As to Rem. 2d. tis manifeſt from this Paſſage of the Let- 
ter, that he deny'd he ſaid, Chriſt was not eng neceſſarium in 
| 5 Tc, FE theſe 
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theſe Terms; and until (. 122 the Remarks read before 
the conjunct Meeting of the Committee and Presbytery, he 
never heard it ſo much as inſinuated, that he had denyed 
Chriſt's being a neceſſary Being, in any other Term, or Words 
of the ſame Import; particularly not theſe mentioned in the 
Remarks: Wherefore if the Remarker or Presbytery had heard 
theſe Things, they ſhould have acquainted him therewith be- 
fore; the neglecting of which, and delaying it until the Re- 
marks appeared in the conjunct Meeting, appears not very 
Brotherly, nor ſnews a Concern to inform or reclaim the Pro- 
feflor, but rather a Deſign to catch an Advantage againſt him 
to his Prejudice. e „ 
As to Remark 3d, As to the Prophets, Apoſtles, Cc. not uſing 
the Term Ens neceſſarium; That tho they uſe not that Term, 
yet they teach the Doctrine. It is anſwered, The Profeſſor alſo 


Loft 
N * 


has clearly taught that Doctrine, as appears from his Tetter; 


and he has ſhewed in his Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, 
in Anſwer to Object. 1. and 2. againſt that Paſſagez- that he 
teaches theſe very Paſſages of the Confeſſion, from which the 
Presbytery infer. that Chriſt is a Neceflary Being, and Rkewiſe 
has collated with it the Paſſage of his Letter. So that the Pro- 
feſſor's Letter evidently contains the Doctrine, tho' he uſes not 
the Terms. And the Holy Apoſtle Paul, in vindicating himſelf 
from Aſperſions caſt en him, does not think fit to make Uſe of 
the Werds which Man's Wiſdom teacheth, but which the Holy 


Ghoſt teacheth, &c.' 1 Cor. ii. 12. 

Athhy, The Way the Remarker accounts for our Confeſſien's 
not uſing this Term, 'tis only his ſuppoſing the Compilers thereof 
were ignorant of the Debates about the Neceſſary-exiſtence of 
the Son of God; which were agitated in the ancient Church 
and ſeveral Ages fince, and after the Reformation, and parti- 
.cularly by Mr. Biddle and others, whom Dr. Owen anſwers, 
which Errors were well known, and Diſputes about them were 
agitated about the Time of the Weftminſter Aſſembl rp: 
_ 5thly, The next Thing remarked upon is, the giving diffe- 
rent Senſes of the Words Neceſſary- exiſtence, which appears moſt 
.needful ; that Term being taken by ſome Authors, when de- 
monſtrating the Being and Attributes of God againſt Atheiſts ; 


for being of none, or receiving nothing from any other Being, or 


. Perſon whatſoever ; in which Senſe it ean agree only to God the 
Father, and in which Senſe it cannot be: applied to the Son, 


who is eternally begotten of the Father, wbo gives him to bave 


Life in himſelf ; and it is appropriated only to the Father, in 


this Senſe alone, in which, to apply it to the Son, is inconſiſt- 


ent with the perſonal Properties of the Father and Son. But 
this Senſe of the Word being excepted; the Profeſſor declares, 
that in any other Senſe the Term Neceſſary. exiſtence agrees to 
him, even the higheſt Degree of Neceſſury: ex iſtence, aud e, 

1. | : In | bility 


an) 


| bility not to bave been: Which laſt the —_— gave as the 
2 


28 and common Meaning ot the Term Neceſſarzly-exiftent : 


ho* it be manifeſt, that it is equally ambiguous with the 


Term Neceſſarily-exiſtent, becauſe Neceſſity and Impaſſibility e- 
qually admit of different Meanings, according to the different 
Degree of Neceſſity and Impoſſibility ; for in ſo far as any Thing 
is neceſſary, in ſo for it is alike impolſible that it ſhould not have 
been, & e contrario» And the Profeſſor owns, that he does not 


| know of any particular Words in Uſe for expreſſing the higheſt 


Degree of Neceſſary-exiſtence, or Impoſſubility not to have been, 
that does not include being of none, except that now given: 
That it is the very higheſt Degree of Neceſſity and Impoſſibility, 
conſiſtent with being eternally begotten, which one would think 
the Author of the Remarks. might have underſtood, from the 
Words, bath of the Profeſſor's Letter and Anſwers, ſeeing they 
lainly bear this Meaning; by which alſo the Remarker might 
— been ſatisfied, that Neceſſary-exiſtewce could not be meant 
in ſuch a low Senſe as Hypothetical Neceſſity, or any ſuch Ne- 
ceſfity as can agree to a created, or contingent precarious Being; 
the glorious Son of God, as allo his proper and eſſential Neceſſa- 
ry-exiſtence, heing by Nature infinitely above them all: Seeing 
the Profeſſor owns the Son of Ged, to be very true and eternal 
God, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father, and not a 
different God, but the ſame God with him, Infinite, Eternal 
and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, Pomer, and all other 
Divine Perfections that the Father 'hath, which belong to the 
Son, and are to be aſcribed to him equally with the Father ; 
only -- Agr perſonal Property, which is Incommunicable, 
cannot be affirmed of him. Whence it is manifeſt, that the 
higheſt Notion. we can frame of Neceſſary-exiſtence, that does 
not include Being of None, does no doubt agree to the Son, 
according to which the Profeflor believes that the Son is Neceſ- 
ſarily-exiſtent, and that it is zmpoſſible be ſhould not bave been: 
St, All which equallyjagree to the Term Independent. And 
the Profeſſor has ſhewed in the Citations ſubjoined t5 his Re- 
preſentations, that no Teſs a zealous and able Defender of the 
octrine of the Holy Trinity than Dr. Owen, both in his Diſ- 
pute with the Socinians, and in his Exercitaticns and Comment 
an the Hebrews, ſays, That the Son is dependent upon the Fa- 


F ther, and ſubordinate unto him, with Ref] ped to his Divine Na- 


ture; and reſtricts the former to his eternal Generation; and 
the other to his creating the World by him. Which it is neceſ- 
ſary to warn the Students of, that they may be able to diſtin- 
Zuiſh between the ſound Senſe in which theſe Terms are ap- 


plied to Chriſt by the Friends of the Truth, and the unſound 


Senſe, in which they are taken by Adverſaries, who take the 
Son of God to be a precarious or contingent Being, or a depen- 
dent or inferior Being, as the Remarker ſuppoſes. - The P _—_ 
$ 5 "= a F $ BEN ot 8 ka A 8 N 3 _ | or 

| | : „81 


. 


e 11 1 1 


for being as far from thinking we inſinuating that ſuch Things 
can be ſaid of the Son of God without Blaſphemy, as the Re- 
marker is. Yea, *tis plain from his Letter and Anſwers, that 
he diſapproves of thelb Terms being made Uſe of, eyen to ex- 


preſs that ſound Senſe in which Dr. Owen, and other Friends 


to the Truth take them. RN. | 
7thly, And when the Remarker ſays, Unleſs there be ſome 
Medium between Neceſlarily-exiſtent and Precarious, Ce. he 
ſeems to fall into that Error which Dr. Waterland calls Dr. 
Clark's Leading Fallacy, That the Son cannot be ffridiy and 
eſſentially God, unleſs he be Self-exiſtent and Unoriginate in e- 
very Senfe, 1. Def. P. 124. and of the Profeſſor's Caſe P. 70. 
and 71. The Arians pretend that the Son muſt either he Un- 
begotten, or a Creature. | | 1 F 
Sthly, The Remarker asks, May not the ſame Diſt inction be 
allowed ——as to other Divine Titles? Anſ. Several of the 
Ancients, zealous Defenders of the Trinity, did apply the fame 
Diſtinction to ſame other Divine Titles, as appears from their 
Writings, and is owned in the Critical Hiſtory of the Creed P. 


63. and other Places, which the Profeſſor has no Occaſion to 
mention to the Students; and by theſes he has mentioned, they 


can, by Parity of Reaſon, eaſily judge how far either ancient 
or modern Authors uſe theſe Terms in a ſound or unſound. 


Senſe, or make a right or wrong Uſe of the Words; and fo 


may be guarded againſt being impoſed upon by the Adyerſaries 
ot the Ii. 5 EU 1 
 9thly, What the Remarker ſays about the Uſe of theſe, Terms 
by ſound or unſound Divines, needs no Anſwer, till he give a 
Liſt of them. And from what has been already ſaid, it ap- 
pears, that the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence is taken in more Senſes 


than one, and that the tresbytery's Explication of it, is as 


ambiguous as it ſelf, as I ſaid above. „„ 
 Iothiy, As ta what the Remarker ſays againſt the Profeſſor's 

Reaſon for not uſing the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence is; That - 

Pictet, whereof be teaches ſome Chapters, particularly de Deo 
Uno & Trino, Cc. In this the Remarker uſes a little of his 
Art. The Title of Pictet's 2d Book is, de Deo Uno © Trano, 
but he only treats of the Doctrine of the Trinity from the 13th 
Chap. to the End of the Book, all which Chapters the Prafeſ- | 
for teaches and explains, but does not teach the preceeding 


Chapters, becauſe he teaches that Doctrine de Deo in Mark 
and Conf. Bap. II. SeF. 1ſt. and 2d. And the Profeſſor proves, 
that the Name Jebovab agrees to the Son, as Pictet does, as he 
does all the Reſt of PiFet's Doctrine contained in theſe Chapters. 
So that he as much teaches the eſſential! Neceſſary-exiſtence and 
Independency of the Son, as Pictet does; And as alſo Profeſſor 
Mark does in his 5th Chap. de Trinitate Sect. 10. tho he has 


ſldom taught that Seck. in Mark theſe Dozen of Years, it be- 


( 142 = 8 

ing need leſs to teach both he Syſtems on that Subject. Yet 
Profeflor Mart diſtinguiſhes between his Eſſential Independency, 
and his Dependency on the Father, as to the Way ot his indepen- 
dent Nature, in that ſame 10 Sed. which the Remarker might 
have remembred the Profeſſor took Notice of to the Presbytery 
the 18. of January laſt. Whence it is evident, that the Pro- 
feflor's not making Uſe of theſe Terms, when reaching the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, and ſpeaking of the perſonal Properties 
and Relations of the Divine Perſons, is not a deliberate and af- 
fected Omiſſion. And therefore whatever Doubt he and others 


of the Presbytery might have had about this, founded on 
their own Jealouſy or Miſapprehenſions, he hopes they are now 


removed, and might have been removed long ſince, had they 
taken proper Methods for it. | | 
As to the Remarks on the 2d Paſſage of the Profeſſor's Letter 

and Anſwers about Selfrexiſtence, tis hoped the Profeſſor's An- 


ſwers to that Part of the Libel, Page 68, Cc. will fully ſatis- 


fy both the Remarker and others, to which he refers; only it 
may be worth While to notice what the Remarker gives as the 
true Meaning of the Term Self-exiſtent, when 'tis to be ap- 
plied to the Perſon of the Son, or Holy Ghoſt, where he ſays, 
Page 9: of the Remarks, He (the Profeſſor) might eaſily have 
conſidered, that the Presbytery's Meaning of it muſt have been this, 
That the Thre&Perſons of the Trinity ſubſiſt in the ſame Nume- 
rical Self- exiſtent Subſtance. Whether the following Wards are 
alſo to be taken as a Part of this D\ ſcription of Self-exiſtent is 
left to the Reader to judge; but whether only the former Part, 
or this alſo makes up the true Meaning of the Term Self exiſtent, 
when to be applyed to the Perſon of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, 
the Profeſſor could not eaſily conſider ; becauſe he never read 


' ſuch a Deſcription of that Term before in any Author. But per- 
haps to ſubſiſt in the ſame Numerical, Self-exiſtent Subſtance, 


is all that the Remarker takes into his Deſcription of the true 
Meaning of the Term Self-exiſtent, which is alſo a new Defini- 
tion to the Profeſſor, which he is afraid few but the Re marker 
would have found out; and how far it enlightens the Matter, he 
leaves to others to Judge. FE | bx 
As to the Remarks on the Anſwers to Reference Third, a- 
bout the Title, the oſt High God, upon which he alledges 
none but the Profeſſor himſelf would have hit upon ſuch a 
Senſe of the Words of his Letter; tho* by comparing the 
Words of the Letter and the Senſe given in the 1 tis 


obvious, that they give the plain and neceſſary Meaning ef 
the Words of the Letter. But as repreſented by the Remarł- 
er, The Words ſummus Deus, when applied to the Perſens of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, are to be taken cum grano ſalis. Here he 
Rops ſhort, and mentions not one Word of what the Profeſſor 
fays was his Meaning in uſing that Expreſſion, that 25, — 

| - 0 
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do not always > them preciſely 3 the ſame Senſe, Re. Page 


25. at the Head. By which Omiſſion he has Room for his Re- 
mark, which otherwiſe had been quite loſt. And it was rea- 


ſonable the Profeſlor ſhould explain this Term after reading 


the Title of the Chapter, which contams the Propoſition to 
be -* + the Terms of which were firſt to be explained, if 
needful. 3 | | 


2dly, He alledges the taking ſummus Deus in that Senſe | 


muſt be the Profeſſor's Opinion, becauſe he mentions that 


* Senſe of it, including the Father's perſonal Property, without 


giving the Students any Caution. The Meaning of which 
ſeems to be, he does not condemn the Authors that take it 
ſo. But this is no Evidence of its being his Opinion, that the 
Terms are rightly to uſed, tho' he has not fo much Selt-con- 
ccit, as to condemn Fuſtin Martyr, Ireneus, and others of the 
ancient Saints and Martyrs, and ſome of the moſt zealous and 
learned modern Defenders of the Doctrine of the Trinity, as 


Biſhop Bull and Dr. Waterland. - And the Remarker may, if 
he pleaſes, 2 his following Difficulty, to any that he 
e 


knows do uſe the Term ſummus Deus, ſo as to include the 


' Father's perſonal Property; but ſeeing the Profeſſor does not 
uſe it in that Senſe, he is not concerned with it. But the Re- 


marker ſeems to give an Anſwer to it elſewhere that ſatisſies 


himſelf, that the Father may be called emphatically, The moſt 
High, or only True God. And the Profeffor. had ſnewed in his 


Father by Way of Eminence; not that they thought him to be 
a different or 
mark appears to be a pure Cavil. . 
3dly, What he ſays about the Ancients uſing unſate Terms, 
while they have a ſound Meaning, is but what is common to 


Anfwer to the ee that this Title was applied to the 


them with the Moderns. And the acquainting the Students, in 


what Senſe the Friends of the Truth take theſe Terms, is ve- 


ry neceflary to guard them.againſt being deceived by the all 
_ Uſe made of them by the Adverſaries thereof. And if we muſt 


accuſe and quarrel with one another as oft as we uſe Terms, 


not in the moſt fit and proper Senſe, we muſt be involved an 
endleſs Strifes and Contentions about Words, which the Apoſtle 
ſeverely condemns, 1 Tim. vi. 3, 4, 5 — Deting about Que- 


ſtious and Strifes of Words, &e. — And therefore, what the 


Profeſſor advanced, both about the Ancients and Moderns, 
with the reſt of what he ſays in that Part of his Anſwers, he 


thinks ſuſhciently removes the Ground of the Query, to all who 


conſtruct of it with Chriſtian Charity. 


4thiy, As to the Remarks on what relates to Foba xvii. 3. 
Imo, Tis anſwered to the firſt, That the Profeſſor only re- 
lated an uncontroverted Fact; That the Title, the ouly Tyur 


Let- 


igher God, Page 25. After which this R.. 
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God, was applied to che Father in the Senſe mentioned inbis =o 
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Letter and Anſwers to the References : In which Senſe the 
Presbytery has not as yet ſaid that Title can be applied to 
the Son.. DN 3 


⁊2do, As to the 2d, The Re marker referring to the Remarks 


made above, the Profeſſor alſo refers to what is anſwered a- 
bove, where it is alſo ſhewed, that this Diftin&ion hath a Ten- 
dency quite contrary to what is alledged by the Remarker. 
tio, As to the 3d Remark about the Ancients, the Profeſſor 


refers to what he has ſaid on the Words ſummus Deus in his 


ſaid Letter and Anſwers, and in his Anſwer to the Remarks on 
that Head, with Relpe& both to the Ancients and Moderns. 


And as to what the Remarker ſays of the Ancients applying 


emphatically to the Father the Expreſſion, only True God, ſcems 


to mean the very ſame Thing, with applying it to him by way 
of Eminence; and what follows in this Remark contrad icts no 
thing the Profeſſor has ſaid on th's Point; he knowing no dit- 


ferent Sentiments he has from the Author of the Re marks, con- 
cerning the Uſe of the excluſive Particles in Scripture; and 


which is declared in his Anſwers to the References, as far as 


he had Occaſion to mention it, with Reſpe&t to this and the 
{oregoing Title, The mcſt High God. Ls 
A s to the 5th Head of Remarks, as to what relates to the 


Grounds of the ſixth Query, what is firſt blamed, ſeems to be 
4 That from the Words in the Profeſſor's Letter, the Students 


cc might as well perceive the Unſuitableneſs of calling the Son 
« Independent, as——Dependent, and might perceive when 
c Mark, in his Medulla, aſſerts, The Son's Independency, that 
cc in that Point he does not uſe ſuitable and ſafe Terms. 


In Anſwer to which tis to be obſerved, That the Profeſſor 


in his Letter and Anſwers ſpeaks only of uſing theſe Terms, 


for expreſſing the perſonal Properties and Relations of the Father 


and Son, for which he does not think them ſuitable and fufe 


either Way. exemp. gr. He doth not think it a ſcriptural, 


| As vr ſafe Way of Speaking, to ſay, That the Son of God is 

either dependent or independent on the Father. Some able and 
zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Trinity make Uſe of 
the Term dependent, to expreſs the Son's Relation to the Fa- 
ther by his Eternal Generation; but the Profeſſor does not at 
preſent remember to have read in any of theſe Authors, that the 
Son is independent on his Father. And when Profeſſor Mark 


aſſerts the Son's Independeney, he evidently means it of the 


eſſential Independenq of his Divine Nature, which is common 
to him with the Father; which, as ſaid above, he diſtinguiſhes 
from the Way of his receiving that independent Eſſence, and his 
per ſenal Order of Subfiſtence ; but he no where, to his Obſer- 
vation and Remembrance, ſays, Deus Filius eſt independens a 
Patre ; but in Chap. 5. I 21. where he aſcribes to the Son the 


Divine Attribute Independentia, the only Proof he gives of it, 


is Joß 


he giv 


Conclt 
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is John v. 28. As the Father 3 . in himfelf, ſo bath 
he given to the Son to have Life in himſelf. So the Remarker's 
Concluſion, that this Way of teaching guards as much againſt 
Truth as Error, has fs Foundation in what the Profeſſor has 
(aid in his Letter and Anſwers. 8 1 | 

2dly, As to the Remarks on what the Profeſſor ſays, on his 
cautioning the Students as much as our Confeſſion does, againſt 
the Errors of theſe who teach the Son's Dependence and Subor- 
dination, namely, Bat tis plain that if Errors are vented in 
ew Expreſſions, not ſo much uſed, Tc. Page 185 at the Foot; 
' [is anſwered, That thele Terms were ub en the Confeſſi - 
on was compiled, by Friends of this great Truth, in a good 
Senſe, tho? their Terms were unfit,. and by Adverſaries of the 
Truth, in a bad Senſe, as they alſo had been long before that 
Time; and therefbre the Profeſſor might give ſufficient Caution 
to the Students, without mentioning théſe Terms, as well as 
our Confeſhon, Profeſſor Piſtet, and others do. Whence it a 
pears manifeſt, that it was not ſo much the Profeſſor's omit- 
ting to mention theſe Terms, as groundleſs Jealouſy, that 
gave Occaſion for their Sixth Query. And tho he did nor 
mention the Terms of theſe Adverſaries of the Truth, yet he 
ſufficiently ſhewed the Danger of their Do&rines, and thought 
it enough to tell the Terms were impreper, 2 they were 
uſed by zealous Friends of the Truth; and the -ofeſlor does 
not think himſelf eloathed with ſufficient Authority to ſtamp a 
Meaning on thefe or ether Words, which all are obliged to 
low under the Pain of Cenſure. - : 7 5 5 

As to the Remarks made on the Recapitulation, it ap ie 
was very needful the Profeſſor ſhould have added 3 the 
{ Remarker ſhould miſtake what he aimed at, and miflead the. 
Presbytery into the ſame Error with himſelf 

For his firſt Re mark is a very groſs Miſtake, and what the 
Venerable Aſſembly of this Church, by hearing the Profeflor's 


Papers, and the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes read: before then, 


he hopes, will be ſatisfied is contrary to what is Fact; —_— 
« That for a Profeſſor of Divinity, inſtead of yindicating thi 
« proper true Divinity of the Son, to aſſert the Meaning of 
ce this Part of the Remark, is more than an Infinuation, that 
© the Profeſſor does not yindicate the proper true Divinity 
&© of the Son, whereas, in all his Papers, he does in the 
ſtrongeſt Terms, according to Scripture and our Confeſſion, aſ- 
ſert and maintain, The pigper true Divinity of the only begot- 
ten Son of God, to whom all the Perfe&ions of the Divine 
Nature do belong, as well as to the Father, only the Father's 
per ſonal” Property, which ts incommunicable, cannot be 

med of him, by Whatever Words or Expreflions, (whether well 
or Ut choſen) it be dons. oor” mas are many concutring = 


5 | (£246 ;) 1 54 IS 
poſitions, which prove he taught ſo at the Time when the fa. 
ma clamoſa was injurioufly raiſed againſt him. 'F 

2dly, Another Part of this Remark is, I hat inſtead of vindicat- 
ing the proper. true Divinity of the Son, he aſſerted and taught, 
6 That Self-exiſtence,Neceſſary-exiſtence,moſt high Ged, only true 

c God, Independence, are only ſo many different Expreſſions by 


cc which the Father's being of none, actually hath, or may be 


33 


bsc meant by ſome Authors. The Profeſſor wants to be in- 
formed, where he has ſo aſſerted or taught, * That theſe 


« Terms are only ſo many different Expreſſions, Cc. But 
from the Likeneſs of ſome Words in that Part of the Profeſſor's 
Anſwers, the Remarker is here animadyerting upon, he gueſſes, 


they are taken from the laſt Sentence of his Anſwers, that pre- 
ceed the firſt Head of Recapitulation, Page 32, 33. Gs. 
« After which there can remain no juſt Ground of Difference 
< from the Paſſages of my Letter, mentioned in their Referen- 
cc ces; they being only ſo many Inſtances of different Words or 
< Expreſſions by which the Father's being of None, ——either 
actually have been, or may be meant, by ſome Authors, whe- 
< ther the Words be uſed right or wrong. In which Senſe a- 
« lone, I ſay, theſe Words or Expreſſions cannot be truly af- 
< firmed of the Sn. Now, if the Profeſſor can underſtand 
the Remarker's Meaning by his Words, 'tis this, That the 
only Uſe of theſe Terms, Self-exiſtence, Cc. is, That they are 
10 many different Expreſſions, by which the Father's being of 
None, — either actually hath, or may be meant by ſome 
Authors. Whereas the Profeſſor is ſo far from ſaying ſo, that 
he only mentions them as ſo many Inſtances of Terms, by which 
the Father's bing of none, is meant by ſome Authors, whether 


. ths Words be uſed right or wrong. Which T woThings are as dif. 


ferent as Land and Sea. And when ſuch a Perſon, as the An- 
thor of the Remarks, ſo widely miſtake s the Profeſſor's Mean- 
ing, of ſo plain a Paſſage of his Anſwers, that he had lying 
betore him in Writing, om the 5th of January to the 14th of 
March laſt, it is obvious to conceive, how much more proba- 
bly, both the Profetfor's Words and Meaning in his ordinary 
Teaching, might be miſtaken by a few of the Students, that 
heard them but once uttered, eſpecially when they are not cal- 
led to bear Witneſs about them, till about Fifteen Months after 

they heard them. EEE hee ow 
-  3dly, Another Thing found Fault with is, The Profeſſor's not 
giving any Caution about the Abuſe of theſe Words, which the 
Profeſſor has ſufficiently anſwered above. 1 
4thly, The Rem arker blames the Profeſſor for teaching Peo- 
ple to ſay, That in a Senſe that is not to be condemned, the 
Son is not Seli-exiſtent, &c, and to juſtify all this from theſe 
IWords of oar Confeſſion, that the Father is of none. To which 
tis anſwered, That the Profeſſor had ſo charitable an Opini- 
| | | OO nion 
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nion of the Presbytery's Soundneſs in the Faith, and hearty 
Agreemert with this Article of our Confeſſion, That , being of _ 
none is the incommunicable Property of the Father, that he was 
erſwaded they would never condemn the Senſe in which theſe 


erms were taken, when uſed to ſignify, being of none, altho". 
they might think the Words abuſed. But here the Remerker, 
and the Presbytery, who have adopted his Remarks, appear to 


condemn the Senſe, and blame the Profeſſor for juſtify ing all 
this from the Words of our Confeſſion ; That the Father is of 


None : Which the Remarker obſerves is beſt explained by it 


lf, neither | begotten nor proceeding ; where the Remarker's 
Meaning is not eaſy to be underſtood. For there are only 
three Ways by which any Perſon can be ſaid to be of another, 


viz. by being begotten, which is proper to the only begotten 
Son of God, and by eternally proceeding, which is the Proper- 
ty of the Holy Ghoſt; or by being created or made, which 
belongs to all created Perſons and Things. This laſt Senſe is 
infinitely below all the Three Divine Perſons, and cannot be 


afirmed of any of them without Blaſphemy ; it had been there- | 


fore unreaſonable to mention it in this Article of our Confeſ- 
fon. Whereas it was neceſſary to mention the other two Ways 
of being of another; becauſe the Son, tho* true God, is of the 
Father, by being eternally begotten of him: And the, Holy 
Ghoſt, tho' alſo true God, is of the Father and the Son, by 


his eternally Proceeding from them: But the Father alone is . 

the only Divine Perſon, that is of None, neither of theſe two 

Ways, as our Confeſſion expreſly ſays: And eee the 
e. 


Father is abſolutely of None every Way imaginable. So that 
theſe Words, neither begotten nor proceeding, which the Con- 


felion ſubjoins to the Father's being of Nene, which do 
not limit the Senſe of Being of None, but remove from 
it all imaginable Ways of being of another, plainly juſtify the 


Profeſſor's ſaying, that being of None, without Limitation or 
Reſtriction, is the Father's perſonal. Property, according to the 


Literal and Neceſſary Meaning of theſe Words in our Confef. 
fion. * Wherefore he does not ſee that it was to the Remarker's | 
Purpoſe ta ſay, that the Father's being of None, is explained 
by the Words added, Neither begotten nor proceeding, unleſs. . 
he thinks that theſe Words limit the Senſe of being of None, , 
and that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are of None fome other 
Way, altho* they be not of None, neither . begotten nor pro- 


teeding. 


Upon the Whole, tis hoped this Church- will not think it 


ſafe for the Intereſts of Truth and Peace among us, That a 
Profeſſor of Divinity ſhould be cenſured for teaching and main» 


taining the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, according to the 
Holy Scriptures, and the plain Meaning of the Words of our 


Confeſſion of Faith. _ 


T 2 p 22 The 


3 . 

The laſt Thing the Remarker is pleated to ſay. is, That 
whether the Profeſſor deſigns the Presbytery ſhould obſerve the 
Agreement of his Principles with what Dr. Clark lays down in 
his Srripturè Doctrine en the Trinity; yet tis eaſy to fee an 


Harmony in 11 4 great Articles, of which he ſubjains a Com- his 
ariſon. In Anſwer to which it may be obvious to every Per- the 
| x of Knowledge and Candor, that the Remarker's Deſign is, Aff 
Nt to render the Profeſſor odious, by making a Compariſon, be- ou 
1 twixt ſome Words pick'd out of his Letter and Anſwers, that Or 
| do not repreſent the true Meaning of what he ſays, or ſets 1 D 
Hh them in a falſe Light, contrary to their evident Meaning, ay Dr 
I they ly in his Papers, and then compares them with ſome Pa 
1 Words of a like Sound, taken out of Dr. Clark's Scripture the 
a Doctrine, without noticeing what is the Doctor's Meaning; it 
vi | And the Dr. being reputed very unſound on the Trinity, any the 
= appearing Agreement, were it but in the Sound of Words, be- the 
| '# A tween what the Profeſſor ſays (even tho* he be telling other no 
= Folks Opinion, not his own) may create or continue Suſpici- = 
3 ons in the Minds of unthinking People, as if the Profeſſor and wie # 
= Dr. Clerk were of one Mind and Opinion about the Doctrine of Te, 
n the Trinity, in many great Articles: All which is a very un- Cb 
1 fair and unjuſt Way of Dealing. For what Uſe, pray, is Dr. ati 
1 Clark brought upon the Field, in this Cauſe, were he Ten Ws 
_ Times wore unſound upon the Doctrine of the Trinity, than Pa 
1 the Remarker can ſuppoſe him? May he not ſay a great ma- L 
1 ny Things that are agreeable to the Holy Scriptures, and ta 1d 
in our Confeſſion of Faith, as tis manifeſt he does? And if he H. 
1 mould {ay never ſo many ill Things, that are contrary to the th 
i Scriptures and the Doctrine of our Confeſſion, what has the Pro- at 
= feffor, qr his preſent Cauſe, ta do with that? Seeing the Rule, ſag 
169 according to which he is to be judged, is not his Agreeing. or w. 
1 not Apreeing with Dr. Clark's Notion, but with the Holy an 
WH _ Scriptures, the only Rule of Faith and Manners and our Con. Ar 
Tu feſſhon of Faith, which is our Rule of Uniformity. And the me 
1 rofeſſor is humbly of Opinion, that it is not his preſent Buſi- ha 
Wil neſs to examine what is Dr. Clark's Meaning in the Paſſages here ho 
„ ſet down, or to Judge whether he ſays Right or Wrong; nor is © wi 
FRY the Doctor ſiſted before this Venerable Aſſembly, to be judged Pe 
Kb by them for what he writes. Wherefore the Profeſſor is hum- 
38 bly of Opinion, that theſe Paſſages of Dr. Clark's Book, here Re 
* mentioned by the Re marker, are ꝗuite out of the Queſtion that th 
1 lies before the Aſſembly, who are not concerned to notice, whe - be 
Cf | ther any Thing in the Profeſſor's Papers be agreeable to Dr. th 
3 Clark's Sent iments or not; and it would take both the Aſſembly Se 
fot and Profeſſor off their preſent Buſineſs. But if the Profeffor mi 
i* | had nothing elſe to do, he could eafily make a Campariſon be- = oil 
1 _ theſe and other Paffages of Dr. Clqrt's, and many Paſ- FE: 
mW 1ages of the Writings of the moſſ zcalous Defenders of the Þ) to 
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125 between whoſe Expre nis h gr 
Aﬀanity, than any Thing that the Profeſſor has delivered as 
his own Opinion, or the Opinion of theſe he has mentioned as 

the Friends of the Truth, in his Papers now lying before the 
Aſſembly, yea a great many Paſſages of Holy Seripture and 
our Confeſſion of Faith. I have already named Zanchigs, Dr. 
Open, Dr. Calamy, Mr. Nelſon's anonymous Friend againſt 
Dr. Clark, the Author et ſome Conſiderations againſt Dr. Clark, 
Dr. IVaterland. Of which Authors he has mentioned ſeveral 


 fareſaid Papers, tis manifeſt he ſays no ſuch Thing. And be 
: My OT may 
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Doctrine of the Trinity, beth ancient and modern, who differ 
from Dr. Clark, and diſpute againſt his Scheme upon the: Tri- 


ſſions and his there's a much 


Paſſages in his preceeding Paper, which being compared with 


- theſe Propoſitions of Dr, Clark, here cited by the Remarker, 


it will be evident there is a yaſtly greater Harmony betwixt 


them and the Words cited out of theſe Authors, than betwixt 


them and the Profefſor's Words. And yet after all, it would 


not be juſt in the Remarkey, to lay that they were of Dr. Clark's 
Mind with Reſpect to thele Articles. 5 : x 
Il might alfo adduce ſome Paſſages out of Burkit on the Men 


Teſtament, on Jobn xiv. 28. and 1 Cor. viii. 6, and out of 


_ Charnock's Works, Vol. 2. Edit. 1684, Pag- 252. and Continu- 


ation of Pools Annot. on 1 Cor. viii. 6. and Phil, ii. 6s and 
John xiv. 28. and Dr. Tayrſon's Explication of the gy 
Part III. On the Lord's Prayer, Edit. 1680, Pag. 63 Biſhop 


ker z Body of Divinity, Edit. 1647, Fat. 80. and 88, be- 1 


ides Abundance of others. And ſuch as defire ta know the 


armony in Words, betwixt Dr. Clark and Athanaſius, and o- 


ther zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, 


at and after the Council of Nice, need only conſider the Paſ- 
ſages cited out of theſe Authors by Dr. Vaterlaud and others, 
who write againſt Dr. Clark, and theſe cited by oa Ball 

uhject. 


and Pearſon, long before Dr. Clark wrote on that Suh 
And any who reads theſe aneient Authors themſelves, will find 
more Paſſages in them of that Sort than any of theſe. Authors 


have Cited, and will alſo be able to ſee with their own Eyes 
how far they really differ from Dr. Clark's Sentiments, nat- 


— of the apparent Harmony of many of their Ex- 

preſſions. 58 5 e ee, ,,, TS : 

I I ſhall only conclude with obſerving the Remarker's unfair 
Repreſentation of the Profeſſor's Words, in this Compariſon of 


the firſt Paſſage of the Profeſſor's Letter about ſummus Dea: 
being taken cam grano ſalis, &c. which is repreſented in the 
three Paragraphs of the Compariſon, without mentioning the 


| Senſe he hath given of it; both in his Letter and Anſwers,. 


might lead a Perſon to think the Term ſammus Deus is to be 
aſcribed 'to Chriſt in a lower Senfe than it is when ſaid of the 
Father.. Whereas, by lopking igto what he has ſaid in his 
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| | | 9 *( 4 150 5 | 8 | | : 
may alſo here take Notice, That it ſeems there was not ont 
of the Students more than he, that remembred he then uſed 
the Expreſſion, cum grano ſalis, otherwiſe had it «caſt up in 


the Precognition, that he had uſed it, doubtleſs it would have 


been made an Article of the Libel. 5 F 
He alſo in the End of this firſt Paſſage, omits theſe Word 


ec But if meant of Chriſt's being Creator and Sovereign Go- 


e vernor of the World, or of the Eſſential Perfections that are 
, common to the Father and Son, then they would truly a- 
* gree to him, Page 5 and 24. Which had the Re marker ad- 


died, they would, have ſpoiled his whole Compariſon. Not ſo 


much as the leaſt Shadow of it had remained, if he had fairly 
repreſented that the Profeſſor was not telling his own Opinion, 
but the Opinion of others, when he lays ſummus Deus is uſed 
0 fignify the Father's perſonal Property; in which Senſe the 
Proſeſſor never uſed it himſelf. He therefore refers to his An- 
fers, Page 24. where this is expreſſed. | 


And having ſo fully explained his Meaning of the other three | 


Paiſages here compared with Dr. Clark in his preceeding Pa- 
pers, and the former Part of this, he thinks it would be a Re- 
- Heftion upon the Venerable Aſſembly, to mention any Thing 
of them further here; and therefore refers to the Paſſages of 
kis other Papers and the preceeding Paſſages of this, where 
be has told his Mind fully about them. From which he 
thinks it will be evident, that the Compariſon is altogether 

unjuſt, as the whole of it is quite out of the Way. * 

To which the Profeſſor needs only add, That he having in 

Bis e Papers ſaid all that was ſufficient to remove any 
Appearance o | 

he underſtood them, even beyond what either the Rules of 


the Gofpel, or Conſtitutions of this Church required, through 


a Defire to ſatisfy his Reverend Brethren: He humbly thinks, 
they had Reaſon to be pleaſed with what he has offered. And 
- he knows no juſt Grounds that either the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
- Fow or this Church has for entertaining Jealouſies of his Un- 
- foundnefs as to his Faith on the Doctrine of the Trinity, nor 
any Reaſon of continuing or propagating Scandal about it 

and fubmits the whole to the 3 Aſſembly. And hopes 
both they and others will excuſe any Eſcapes that may be 
found, either in the Language or Matter of theſe Anſwers, con- 
&dering the very ſhort Time he was allowed for drawing them 
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a juſt Ground of Suſpicion of him, ſo far as 


88 
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REPORT: of the Committee appointed by the Presby-" 
_ tery of Glaſgow, to enquire into Profeſſor Simon's” 
Paper given in to the Presbytery, March 29. 47294: 
| Intituled, * Repreſentation: to the Reverend Presby- 
„ tery of Glaſgow, by Mr. John Simſon, Profeſſor of 
Divinity in the Univerſity at Glaſgow, which he Ü | 
to be a Repreſentation: of his Thoughts upon the . ũ 
jet of the Presbytery's Queries approven by the Pres+* 


IHE Committee craye Leave humbly to repreſent, - 
5 1920, That tho' the Profeſſor, when he offered his 
: ſaid Paper to the Presbytery, told them, it was - 
Repreſentation of bis Thoughts upon the Subject 4 the Queries; 
yet it appears throughout, to be rather a ſuſtification of his 
preſent Way of teaching on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, . 
than a plain direct Anſwer to the Queries which the Pres- 
bytery had required of him, in Compliance with what was en- 
joined by the conjunct Meeting of the Reverend Committee 
and Presbytery. _ 5 | KEE | | 
240, The Profeſſor inſiſts at good Length, in ſhewing the "I 
Danger of adyancing Hypotheſes not revealed in the Word, im 
explaining the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and gives an In- 
ſtance of this in the Sabellian and Arian Hereſies, which aroſe 
from different Hypotheſes, made Uſe of to explain and anſwer 
the Difficulty of there being but one God, and yet Three Di- 
vine Perſons: But the Committee are ſurpriſed to find, 
that theſe Tenets mentioned by the Profeſſor, are called - 
theſes, which have always been accounted groſs Errors and 
Hereſies, directly contrary to the Word. 1 W 
3tio, The Profeſſor acknowledges, Page 37. That in former 
Tears he has made Uſe of ſome different Hypotheſes, that have 
been advanced by ſundry Divines of great Eſteem, which, upon - 
Trial, he finds are not ſufficient for removing Difficulties urged.. 
on all Hands by the Adverſaries of the Trinity; but on the: - 
- contrary, are ready to lead the Students into ſome dangerous 
* Error: and ſays, That now be ſatisfies himſelf. only with nam- 
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ing ſome of the moſt *** Hy 3 both ancient and 


modern, that have been made Uſe of by Authors, ſound in the 


Faith ; and that he obſt#ves the Defetts and Danger of ſome of 


| #hem, without recommending any of them as certain, trom 
Which it is plain, the Profeſſor has altered his Way of teach- 
ing on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity; but yet the Com- 


mittee can make no judgment of it, jeeing he neither tells 
what were the different 15 
and now finds Fault w'th, nor yet what are the celebrated 
bee: he now explains. 3 1 5 

4to, In the Paragraph immediately following what is juſt now 
cited, the Profeitor, in ſpeaking of the Oneneſs of the dub- 
ſtance, and Diſtinction of the Þerfors in the Godh ad, has an 
Expꝛeſſion the Committee think needs to be qualified, to wit, 


Page 37. Line 38. The Nature and Meaſure of which Oneneſs 


and Diſlinction is not revealed in the Mord; tor we think, that 
ſome Things relating to the Nature and N eaſure of that Qnene/s. 
and Diſtinctien, are plainly revealed, fo wit, T hat the Sub- 
ſtance of the I hree Perſons in the Godhead is One in Number, 
and not Three in Number; and the perſonal Characters, to wit, 


Begerting, Begotten and Proceeding, are alſo plainly revealed. 


Sto, The two Paragra bs following ſeem to repreſent fome 
of his Thoughts upon the Subject of the Presbytery's Cueties. 
But i, In the Introduction he infinuates, . That fome- 


thing in the Queries are only Hypotheſes, in mentioning where 
of, he propounded fome Arguments to fhew their Probability, 


and bow far they may be fafely uſed ; but the Committee are 
of Opinion, there is nothing in their Queries, in the Nature 
of an Hypotheſis, but that the Matter of them is plainly deter- 


mined in Scripture, and in the Articles of our Cenfeſſion cited 


in the References. 5 | | 
240, IT ho' the Profeſſor ſeems to own as his Opinion, that 
the One Subſtance in Number, being abſolutely immenſe, is com- 


mon to all the Perſons of the Trinity ; Page 38. Line 13. yet 


he brings in this as an Hypot hes, and alſo clogs it with ſome 
Things that renders his Meaning doubtful, to wit, conſiſtent- 
Iy with the foreſaid Diſtinction, and adds, when that Phraſe, 


o 


ne Subſtance in Number, is uſed in the Senſe wherein it is 


ordinarily applied to rational Creatures, it will be inconſiſtent 
with the foreſaid Diſtinction of Perſons ; befides the Presby- 
tery will remember, that the Profeffor, in his Anfwer to the 


Libel now lying before them, has owned, that he' teaches his 


Scholars, that the Sabſtance is neither one ſpecifically, nor one 
Numerically, in the Perſons of the Godhead: © © Re 441 4 


3e, Tho' he owns, Page 38. that what he had ſaid in his 


roy and Anſwers 1 prove, that the Son is a 
reffary Being, and his Eſſential Independeney, Self-cx- 
affence, and true Gedbead, in Oppaſit ion to all falſe Gods, « - 


ypctheſes he made. Uſe of formerly, 


c 
ther, 


tee a 
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god dhe Father, and in that Senſe is, together with the Fa- 
ther, the A High God, and only true God « Yet the Commits, 


tee are of Opinion, 


1/2, That this cannöt be accepted 48 4 ſatisfying Anſwer to 
the Queries, till he explain his Meaning of the Terms, Neceſ- 


ſury.- Being, Eſſential- independence, and Selfexiſteuce, when ap- 
plied to the Son. The Profeſſor had ſaid before in his An- 
ſwers, that the Words, Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Independent are 
ambiguous Terms of Art uſed in very different Meanings, and 
takes no Notice of the Presbytery's Senſe of Necefſary-exiſtence, 


expreſfed in their Query on that Head; änd ſpeaking of Self- 


exiſtence, he had ſaid, it was taken by many Authors to ſigni- 
fy being of None, or the Perſondl. property of this Father, and 
that he would take it as a Piece of uſefyl Inſtruction to him arid 
the tudents, if the Presbytery would declare the true Mean! 


ing of that Engliſh Term of Art, when it is ts be affirmed of tbe 
Perſon of the Son and Holy Ghoſt; Therefore it is needfuul; 


that at leaſt He explain in what Senſe he underſtands Necsſſary- 
Being, Eſſential-Independency, Self-Exiftence, when he aſcribes 
then ts The , OY WTR} NT 0 "Oe ON RY 

2dly, The Fourth and Fifth Queries are not fully anſwered. 


in this Repre entation. For tho? the. Profeſſor acknowledges, 


That the Son, together with the Father, is the Mcff High Ged, 


and the only true Ged; yet he does not difown that the Father | 
may be called the Moſt High God, and the only true God, in ſuch 


[4 
- * 


a Senſe as cannot be affirmed of the Son. #5 7 - 


= 2 


340, The Committee are ſor ry to find this Repreſentation 


of the Profeffor's Thoughts clogg'd- alſo with, ſomething that d 
ſeems rather to darken than to clear the Matter, when he adds, 


Page 38. Al which I doubt not the Presbjtery do with me. un 
derſtaud of the Eſſential Perfections of the Divine; Nature, that 
are cominon to the Divine Perſons, but not as including. ar meant 


of theis Verſonal- roger Bow as they are ſometimes uſed; by emi- 


nent Friends of the Truth. Here again, the Committee are at 


a Loſs to underſtond clearly his Meaning; but if it be, as the 


References atinexed to the Paper ſeem to men he en- 
preſſes himſelf in his firſt Letter concerning the Titles, Ihe Haft 
High God. the any true God, Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Judepen- 
dent, to wit, That if theſe be meant of Sho | 

and Sovereign Governor of the World, or of the Eesti al He- 
perties that are common to the Father and Son, or in any Senſe 
conſiſtent with the Perſonal arte bf the Father and Song they 


will no doubt agree to the Son; but if they be taken in aSenle that 


includes the ' Father's Perſonal-property, they, can not be applied 


F © 


not the leaſt Reaſon ſor his, undoubted Ferſwaſion what the 
Presbytery were agreed with bim. 
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| the PresÞytery us nat allow thit the Perſenal:propefty of —4 


riſt's being Creator 


. For tho' it be true; That 


1 * 


15 


2 | F 
Father ſhauld be aſcribed to the Son, yet they have openly; 


and upon all Occaſions of going upon the Profeſſor's firſt Let - 
— 1 their Bitlatistactton ich uſing theſe Titles or 
Terms, in a Senſe including the Father's Perſonal-property ; 
the native Conſequence of which muſt. be, that in a Senſe, not 
to be condemned, the Son is not Self-exiſtent, Neceſſarily-exiſ« 
tent, Independent, the Moſt High God, or, the only true God; 
and therefore have concurred in a Libel againſt the Profeſſor, 
for alledging, without giving any Caution, that theſe Terms 
may be ſo uſed. But if the Profeſſor have another Meaning of 
this Paſſage in his Paper, it will be needful that he give it. 

Upon the whole, The Committee offer it as their O inion 
to the Reverend Presb; tery, that for the Reaſons adduced, this 
Paper, as it ſtands, cannot be received as a ſatisfying Anſwer to 
the Queries. N OY | 
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ANSWERS To the Report of the Commit- 
tee of the Presbytery of Glaſgow, apon Pro- 
Feſſor 8 SO Ns Repreſentation, March 29, 
5 1727. Ny. | , 8 6 | * : i 
|  __ANSWER to their Firſt Obſerve: 7 
HAT the Presbytery having obje&ed nothing againſt 
the Profeſſor's Way of teaching the Doctrine of the Bleſ- 
ed Trinity before be gave in his Repreſentation to them; un- 
leſs their ſeeming Objections againſt ſome Paſſages of his Let- 
ter of March laſt Year, contained in their References, ought to 
be eſteemed Objections againſt his Way of teaching; it ſeems 
aulty in juſtifying his Way of teaching, which one would think 
He has a Right to do till he be convicted of a Fault therein, 
The Repreſentation was not deſigned as a plain direct Anſwer 
to their Queries, which the Presbytery knew the Week before 
he gave it in to them, and ſome of them declared, that ſuch 
an Anſwer, upon the Matter of them, as the Repreſentation 
contains, would. ſatisfy them, tho' it ſeems they have altered 
their Mind ſince, or they are not all of the ſame Mind. 


As to their 24 Remark, the Profeſſor had juſt Ground to 


mention the Danger ofadyancing Hypotheſes not revealed in 


the Word, and to take Notice of theſe two remarkable In- 


RKances of them in the ancient Church, concerning the Sabel- 
Tian and Arien Hereſies, and any Perſon tollerably skilled in 
"theſe Matters, may be juſtly ſurprized at the Presbytery for 
blaming the Profeſſor, becauſe he calls the Tenets of the Sabel- 


Jian: 


8 odd for the Presbytery, ſo much as to inſinuate he was 
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I Vans and Arians, 1 5 4 3 of their Hereſy, 
ly; | Hypotheſes, ſeeing tis manifeſt, that they were Hypotheſes which 
et» | not only had no Foundation in the Holy Scripture, but were 
or | inconſiſtent with. and contrary to many plain Patllages of it. 
All precarious Hypotheſes have no juſt Foundation in Scripture 
not or Reaſon, ſame of them are harmleſs, ſome of them hurtful, 
iſs and ſome of them heretical. -: 
4; 4s to the 3d, altho? the Profeffor has altered nothing in the 
or, Doctrine of the Trinity in his preſent Way of teaching, nor of 
ms his Sentiments about it; yet he never ſerupled to acknowledge, 
of | that he had oftner than once altered his Way of teaching, with 
„ Reſpect to the Manner and Circumſtances thereof, as he judge 
jon | might be moſt convenient for maintaining that important Truth, 
his as he found it yaricuſly attacked by Adverſaries; and there 
to appears no Reaſon, why he ſhould tell the Presbytery what 
different Hypotbeſes he has made uſe of in teaching, more than 
every Miniſter in the Presbytery ſhould tell what different Ar- | 
guments he makes uſe of to prove this or any other Point of _ 
Podrine in his preaching, nor has the Presbytery any Right to 
know, or paſs any Judgment upon theſe, unleſs he were accuſed 
its of ſome particular Fault, in which Caſe, no doubt the Profet- 
. ſor will he ready to anſwer according to the Rules of the Goſ- 
11 pel, and Conſtitutions of this Churenn. | 
9, As to the àth, the Profeſſor ſays, that the Nature and 
Meaſure of the Diſtinctien of the Three Divine Perſons, by 
their incommunicable Properties, Characters and Actions is not 
. revealed, which one would think does neither ſuppoſe nor inſ- _ 
oſt W nuate, that the perſonal Properties of begetting, begotten and ꝓre- 
e/- BW ceeding are not revealed, eſpecially, when he {ays expreſly, that 
un- theſe Properties, Characters and Actions are in Scripture aſeri- 
et · bed to them; and perhaps ſome may think it a Dilcovery de- 
to ſerving much Applauſe, if the Presbytery will ſhew in what _ 
ms Place of Scripture it is plainly revealed, that the Subſtance in . 
vas the Three Divine Perſons is one in Number, and not Three in 
ink Number. Some famous Divines, ſuch as Zanchius, &c. who 
in. were not ill acquainted with the Bible, are of the contrary O- 
er pinion; and neither our own, nor any other Proteſtant Con- 
are feſſion, have ſaid any more than that they are of one or the ſame 
ch Subſtance; and the Scripture ſays no more expreſly, but that 
LON they are . | | | 
ed As to the 5th, which is ſubdivided, the Profeſſor might, with 
Reſpect to the firſt Branch, without Offence. inſinuate that 
te forme Things in the Presbytery's Queries were only Hypotheſes, 
in in mentioning whereof, he might propound ſome. Arguments to 
n- Þ ſhew their Probability; and how far they might be ſafely uſed, 
l- ſuch as that of one Subſtance in Number, concerning which, ſome 
in Divines of great Eſteem, ſuch as Zancbius, have different Sen- 
for timnents: And tis uſed by the Socinians in a very bad Senſe, 
ö 2 | | : AS 
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as the Foundation of their gabe there is but one Pex 
in the Godhead. as he has ſhewed in his Anſwers to the Libel 
on the 5th Allegation, or rather the fourth, ſaid to be vented in 
Teaching +, which the Profeſſor was obliged to do by gth AF, 


Aſſembly 1717 *. For which Reaſon the Presbytery might allow 
the Frofeffor humbly to differ from them, in forbeating the 
Uſe of the Term, One Subſtance in Number, although they 
think the Matter of their Queries plainly determined in Serip- 
ture, and in the Articles of our Confeſſion, cited in their Refe. i 


rences, about which there appears as yet no Difference between 
the Presbytery and him, but only with Reſpect to the Expreſ: 
ſions to be made uſe of upon that Subject, which are not men- 
tioned either in'Scripture or our Confeſſion; whence it does not 
appear, that the Presbytery's Lerms are ſo proper for expreſ- 


ling that Matter, as theſe made uſe of in Scripture or our 
Confeſſion ; whence it does not appear, that the Presbytery's 


Terms are fo proper for expreſſing that Matter, as theſe made 


uſe of in Seripture and our Confeſſion. 


As to the 2d Branch. The Profeſſor declares it is his Opini- 
on, that the Divine Sabſtance being abſolutely immenſe, is com- 
mon to all the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. Yet for the Rea- 


| ſons juſt now' mentioned, he thinks it needful ta determine the 


Meaning in which he underſtoed it, ſo as it may not be taken 
In the Sabellian and Socinian Senſe. And brings it in as an 
Hypotheſis, becauſe it is not expreſly mentioned in Scripture, or 
our own, or any other Proteffant Confeſſion, and belongs to à 
Doctrine we know nothing of by the Light of Nature. Yet 
he thinks it agreeable both to Scripture, 6ur own and other 


Confeſſions of the Proteſtant and Ræformed Churches, and uſe- 


ful to give us ſome Idea, fo far as our weak Capacities do 
reach, ofthe Qneneſs of the Godhead, conſiſtently with the 


foreſaid Diſtincion of the Divine Perſons. And thinks it is 
much the ſame,” whether it be called one immenſe Subſtance in 


Number, or one undivided inſeparable Eſſence, that is common 
to them: And he is humbly of Opinion, that his Meaning is 
neither elogged nor rendered doubtful, by adding the Words, 
Conſiſtently with the foreſaid Diſftinion, by which he 
only means, That this mmenſe Subſtance, or undivided 
Eſſence is common to them, and that its being common to them 
s conſiſtent with the foreſaid Diftintion. And he is perſuaded 
the Presbytery does not tinderſtand, that the [aid Subſtance is 
common to them inconſiſtently with the foreſaid Diſtinction, 
tho' their Words will bear that "Conſtruction, eſpecially when 
they blame him for adding that other Caution in his Paper, 
e When that Phraſe One Subſtance in Number is uſed in the 
* Senle wherein it is ordinarily applied to rational 3 5 
* JJ... oi ore. rp 3 An 
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viz, That the three Perſons of the Trinity 
| Numerical Self-exiſtent. Subſtance ; or, as the. Profeſſor” obſer- 
ved on theſe Remarks, the Term Self-exeſtent, ſignifies in this 
Caſe to ſubfiſt in the ſame numerical Self-exiſtent Subſtance, 
where the Term defined makes a Part of the Definition; and 
if we put this Definition inſtead of the Term defined, the mean - 
Ing of their third Query, Whether is the Deity of the Son and 


exi 


12 e " F , 2 _ a ” 
: , . 7 Wy. B 4 


And the Presbytery ſhould bare Added theſe following Words 
5 of his,P.38. to make theSenſe clear, vi. Or to expreſs theGreek 


© Hoyer, Which was the Characteriſtick of the Sabellian 
« Hereticks, as Athanaſius ſays exprefly in his Expoſitio Fides 5 


„it will be inconſiſtent with the foreſaid Diſtinctlon of the 
c Perſons. Which Caution the Profeſſor thought alſo need - 
ful, to guard againſt the ſaid Hereticks, becauſe the Term, 
One Subſtance in Number, when taken in that Senſe, ſigniſſes a 


Subſtance. peculiar to a ſingle Perſon; and he hopes the Presbytery 
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are not for underſtand ing the Term in that Senſe more than he. 
The Profeſſor owns. that he teaches his Schollars, That 
the Subſtance is neither One Speeifically nor. One Numericallyg 
but adds, As theſe Terms of Ariſtotle's Philoſophy arè com- 


monly uſed among us, when applied to Creatures, Page 538. 


which Words the Presbytery ſhould-alſo have added, to give à 
true Repreſentation of his Meaning; for in this reſtrained Senſe, 5 
one Subſtance in Number, ſignifies a Subſtance peculiar to on 


fingle' Perſn. WEIS: 1% { 
As to the Third Branch, Tho* be owns, that what he had ſaid 


in his Letter, &c. See-Page 35 and 152 laſt Par. yet the Presby- 


« tery are of Opinion, Iſt, That this Cannot be accepted à8. 4 
ſatisfyin# : | 
of the terms, Neceſſary-being, &c.Anſwer:: The rofeſſor thinks 


Anſwer to the Queries, till he explain his Meaning 


his Meaning of the Terms in the Repreſentation ſufficiently ex- 
plained by the obvious Meaning of the Terms uſed in the Ar- 
gument taken from the Holy Scriptures and our Conteſſion of 


Faith, and his calling them Eſſential Perfections, or eſſential 


Independency, Neceſſary-exiftence, &c. And the Profeſſor ham- 
bly'thinks, that it is not ſo very fair in the Presbytery to inſiſt 
on his Explaining theſe Terms, ſeeing they have never conde - 
ſcended to explain in what Senſe they uſed theſe Terms in their 


Queſtions propoſed to him, which he would have been oblig'd 


to have required of them, had they inſiſted on his giving an 
expreſs, plain and direct Auſwer to theſe Nueſtins; only the 


Author of the Remarks on the rofeſſor's Anſwer's to the Pres- 
bytery's References, Page 133, 


5 


Term Self exiſtent, when apply'd to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 


b ſiſt in the ſame 


Holy Ghoſt Self-exiſtent ? will be this, Whether does the Dei- 
ty 1 Son and Holy Ghoſt ſubſiſt in tbe ſume Numerical Self- 
nt Suhſtance? Which the Profeſſor owns, renders that 


- 
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yr their Meaning of the 
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Query very dark to him. Fes | the Term Independent be ex. Ys 
plained in theſame manner, the Myſtery will encreaſe ; and as Blef 
it perſwades him of the abſolute Neceſſity of the Presbytery's and f 
; explaining the Terms of their own Queſtions, he is. bumbly of himſ 
Opinion, it may alſo convince moſt Part of the Members of neral 
the Venerable Aflembly of the Neceſſity thereof | 
As to the Second Branch of this Sub-diviſion, where they al- 
ledge the 4th and 5th Queries are not fully auſmered, becauſe 
the Profeflor does not diſown, That the Father may be called, 
The Mat High God, Cc, which the Profeſſor thinks not him- 
felf obliged ta diſown, for the Reaſons . he has given on this 
Subject, in his Auſwers to the Remarks; the Author of which 
ens, that theſe Titles are given emphatically to the Father, 
by teme of the Ancients, without reprehending them for it. 
As ta the Third Branch of this Sub- diviſion, they again com- 
= of the Repreſentation's being clogg'd with ſomething that 
rkens the Matter, becauſe he adds, AU which, I doubt not, 
the Presbytery underſtands with me, of the Eſſential Perfecti- 
ons of the Divine Nature, that are common to the Divine Per- 
ſeus, but not as including or meant of their Perſonal- properties, 
as they are ſometimes, by eminent, Friends, of the Truth. Anſwer. 
The Profeflor owns, that he underſtands theſe Tœms in his 
. Repreſentation, when applied to the Son, of the Efſential Per- 
fections of the Divine Nature, c. and not of their Perſonal- 
properties. Tho? he might he miſtaken, as to his .undoubted 
Perſwaſion, that the Presbytery were agreed with him therein, 
which he is ſorry for: Yet he cannot help thinking, they do not. 
much differ from him, when they ſay, They do not allow the 
_ "Perſonal-property of the Fatber ſhould be eſcribed to the Son: But 
they ſay, They have openly, and. upon. all Occaſions, in 5 up- th 
ea the. Profe ſſor s firſt Letter, declared their Diſſatisfation with * 
ufing theſe Terms in 4 Senſe including the Father*s Per, onal-pro-- wha 
erty 3 which the Prifeſſor thinks they have very good Right Har 
to do: Only he thinks, however diſſatisfied they may be with Whe 


the Authors that uſe-theſe Terms ſo, yet they have no Reafon an 1 
to be angry with him, who never uſed them in that Senſe, un- Arti 
leſs they think it a Crime, that he told the Students, That the 
ſome Authors, both ancient and modern, who were, eminent ling 
Friends of the Truth, uſed them in that Senfe, without con- port 
.demning theſe celebated Authors for their Abuſe of theſe Terms, blie 
concerning which the Profeſſor has ſaid enough in Anſwer. te ſuc 
the Remarks on his Anſwers to the Presbytery's References. of t 


And he is humbly of Opinion, it is a very inſufficient Rea- 
fon for their concurring in a Libel againſt him, for alledgings 
without giving any Caution, that theſe Terms may be ſo uled 3 
that is, as he ſuppoles, for not condemning, as Abuſers of 
theſe Terms, many of the moſt famous and zealous Defenders 
the Chriſtian Faith, and particularly of the Doctrine - 74 

. | | RE, | Bleje 
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as | Blefſed Trinity, whom he eſteems in all Reſpects far above bim. 
s and for cenſuring of whom he has not the 8 to think 
di himſelf a competent Judges From which, he | per, the Ve⸗ 
of | nerable Aflembly will perceive how irrelevant and ill ground - 
ed theſe Articles of their Libel are that are taken from theſe 
I. Papers. All which he humbly ſubmits to the judgment of the 
8 Venerable Aﬀembly. | | as 5 
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Two Letters from Mr. SIMSON to the Modera- 
. tor of the comuntt Meeting off the Committee 


| of Aſſembly and the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 
* March #6, f //g. 15 ER” 
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oby Being unable thro? bodily Indiſpoſition to wait upon you. 
15 this Day. and Principal Stirling having acquainted me 
* | that the Reverend Meeting were going upon the Precog- 
/- | nition againſt me; from which I think I have Reaſon to con- 
4 | clude that you are preparing Articles of a Libel to put into 
Ns my Hands, according to the Form of Proceſs, which Method 
of Procedure will be very agreeable to me: Mean Time 1 
e cannot but expect from the Juſtice and Chriſtian Diſpoſition of 
be the Reverend and Honourable Members of the Meeting, that 
* they will entertain no harſh Thoughts of me from any Thing ; 
laid before them in the ſaid Precognition, or otherwiſe, d 

- i whatever Nature it may be, until the Libel be put in my 
at Hand, and I have Acceſs in due Time to be tack upon it: 
ch When I hope, thro' Divine Aſſiſtance, to give fo plain and full 
an Account of my Soundneſs in the Faith upon that important 
te. Article of the Holy Trinity, as ſhall be ſarisfying to you and 
a the Church of Scotland; which I always declared my ſelf wil- 
at ling to do, and would have done long ſince, had ſuch an Op- 
* portunity been given me. That the great Maſter of Afﬀems« . 
8 blies may guide you by his Holy and Unerring Spirit to take 
0 ſuch Meaſures, as may tend to his Glory and the good 
of this Church, is che earneſt Prayer fl. 
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Had delivered me this Morning a Minute of your Meeting 


either by Wor 


„„ 


N na + * . 


of Yeſternight, ſubſcribed by your Clerk, acquainting me, 
that the Meeting having agreed that what the Profeſſor has 


ſaid on the Five firſt Queries E by the Presbytery ; 


doth not remove the Ground of Suſpicion, Reſolved that at 
next Meeting theſe Queries be put to him, and he required 


to give a direct expreſs and plain Anſwer to them, and ap- 


ointed Mr. Simſon to be acquainted hereof, and that the 
deting was to fit at Ten of the Clock this Day. I am very 
ſorry that it pleaſed God to lay me under ſuch Ind iſpoſition 


of Body Yeſterday, by, which I was utterly diſabled: from at- 
tending your Reverend Meeting, when you had my Anſwers 
to the Presbytery's References under your Conſideration; 


which deprived me of Acceſs to know what were the Grounds 
of Suſpicion I had not removed, to which, if preſert, I-am 


hopeful I could have given ſuch a plain Account of my Soufid- | 


neſs in the Faith on that important Doctrine of the ever Bleſ- 


fed Trinity, as might have given full Satisfaction to "every 


candid . and j diſintereſted: Ferſon, ſatisfied with the Do- 
ctrine of our can and Catechiſms, to which, as I have 
often formerly, ſo now declare my ſtedfaſt Adherence: But 


it pleaſing our gracious God to continue bis Hand ſtill u- 


pon me, by which I am rendered unable either to - ſpeak 


or hear ſpeaking, were it in my own Room, thro' , the con- 
Aipoſikion of my Head and Stomach, that it is 
with the greateſt Difficulty I am able to dite this, or hear it 
read over again; and Iwill not be anſwerable for every Word 
in it, by Reaſon of which it is not in my Power at preſent td 


tinued In 


give the Reverend Meeting the much wiſh'd for Satisfaction 


Juſt Ground for it) the Occaſion of the fama clamiſa, on whin 


you have hitherto proceeded :,, The anſwering of that Lihel 
will alſo give me full Opportunity of anſwering all juſt Grounds 


of Suſpiczon, as I told you in my Letter of Yeſterday, ' and 
therefore do hope and expect that the Reverend Meeting will 
accept of this my neceſſary Excuſe at this Time, and not im- 


pute my not giving further Satisfaction to your Reverend Meet- 


ing to any Thing but Neceſſity; and I hope it ſhall be no Pre- 
judice to the Intereſt of Religion, that what may be thought 


further neceſſary to be done in this Aﬀair, be delayed 15 that 


ibel 


d or Writ. And, I am hopeful,; that, upon ſerious 
Conſideration, it will not be found: altogether ſo neceſſary to 
urge the immediate Anſwers to theſe Queries of the Presby- 
tery, ſeeing the Reverend Meeting have thought fit to frame a: 
Libel againſt me from what has been laid before them from the 
| Precognition, which being uncontrovertedly the regular Way 
of proceeding in ſuch Caſes, and being altogether cn the ſame. 
Subject, and what might have afforded (had there been — 
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Gracious God may guide you and this Church in this inpors 
tant Affair, is the earneſt Prayer of, 1 OM . 
Glaſgow, March 17. $i 
1727. ON wa «i 
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22 
ACT. of Aſſembly. 


Ic arent the Method of paſſing Acts of Aſs 
5 ſembly, f general Concern to the Church, and 


for preventing of Innovations. 


# 


. 


1 „ Sa og ni Edinburgh, Fanuary 8. 1697. 
HE General Aſſembly, taking to their Conſiderations 
| the Overture and Act, made in the laſt Aſſembly, eon- 

— Ccerning Innovations, and having heard the Report of 
the ſeveral Commiſſioners from Presbyteries, to whom the Con- 
ſideration ot the ſame was recommended, in order. to its be- 
ing more ripely Adviſed and Determined in this Aſſembly 3 
And conſidering the frequent Practice of former Aſſemblies of 
this Church, and that it will mightily conduce to the , exa# 
Obedience of the Aas of Aſſemblies, that General Aſſemblies 
be very deliberate in making of the ſame, and that the whole 
Church have a previous Knowledge thereof, and their Opini- 
on be had therein, and for preventing any ſudden Alteration, 
or Innovation, or other Prejudice to the Church, in either 
Doctrine, or Worſhip, or Dilciplinez or Government en 
now happily eſtabliſned; Do therefore Appoint, Enag, and 

Declare, That before any General Aſſembly of this Church 
ſhall paſs any Acts, which are to be 8 Rules and Conſti- 
tutions to the Church, the ſame Acts be fir! progoled.ug Oyer- 
tures to the Aſſembly, and being by them. paſt as ſuch, be re- 
mitted to the Conſideration of the ſeyeral Presbyteties of this 
Church, and their Opinions and Conſent Reported by the 
Commiſſioners, to the next General Aſſembly. be who 
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PLEADING on the Relevancy of the Second 
and Third eArticles of the Libel. 


Rofeſſor Simſon was upon the 12th Day of May 1727, 

heard by himſelf and Council, being directed by the 
Aa Aſſembly to begin with the Second and Third Articles 
of the Libel: Upon which Occaſion the Pleadings of his Lawi- 
ers, ſo far as concerns the Relevancy of+theſe Articles were in 
Subſtance, and to the Purpoſe, as follows. 2 ö 

That they appear'd with ſome Concern on that Occaſion, as 
Lawiers in a Caſe, that might appear Foreign to their Profeſ- 
Lion, the Trial of a Profeſſor of Divinity for Error, in his Opi- 
nions or Doctrine; and that with Relation to the moſt ſublime 
Myſteries of Religion, and to the molt nice and accurate Ways 
of ſpeaking, concerning thoſe Myſteries. 

T hat yet the Circumſtances of the Profeſſor's Health, and 
likewiſe the Nature of the Trial, in which many Things, that 
were properly Matters of Law might occur, had determined 
them to give the Profeſſor what Aſſiſtance they were able, for 
Alerting his Innocence, in the managing of his juſt Defence; 
"Hoping that if, whilſt they ſpoke, in the tree Way of Pleading, 
of a Subject they were fo little uſed to diſcourle about, any 
wrong Expreſſion ſhould eſcape them, the Aſſembly would have 
the Goodneſs to pardon them, and allow the Profeſſor himſel 
That they were not to doubt of the Venerable Aſſembly's be- 
ing in a right Diſpoſition to judge of ſo important a Cauſe, 
Joyning with a'laudable Zeal for Truth, a ſtrict Regard to 
Juſtice and Innocence, and anObſeryance of thoſe judicial Methods 
of Procedure, which by all Laws Civil: and Eceleſiaſtick were 
indiſpenſibly requiſite in a fair legal Trial. 


* 
> * 


That according to theſe Rules, ſomething was to be obſery- 


ed in general for the Defendant, before proceeding to open 
what he had to ſay upon the Relevancy of the particular Arti- 
cles, to*which he had been directed to pleadz. | 
That 15 As to the Relevaney of this Libel, it was to be 
obſerv'd, That Juſtice does not permit that any Word or Acti- 
on ſhauld be charg'd upon a Man as a Crime, unleſs it be the 
Tranſgreſſion of ſome Law, and of a Law that is expreſs, cer- 
tain and written, ſuch as the Party accus'd could know exact- 
ly, and ſo ſtand obliged to obſerye it as the Rule of his (or- 


7 IT duct. : 


That accordingly, there are three Laws upon which this 


Libel- prärceds, recited in ts Major Propoſition of it, 1270 : 
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Firſt, The Rule of Faith, ' contain'd in the Seriptures; and 


the eſtabliſh'd Summaries of the Doctrine of this Church found - 

ed thereupon. Secondly, The 12th Act of Aſſembly, 1710. 
And, Thirdly, The gth Act 1717. Againſt the Firſt of which 
Laws a Man might fin by maintaining any Hereſy or Error con- 
trary thereto : And againſt the other two, by diſobeying the 


Precepts in them expreſly contain'd : But there was ſomething 
charg'd againſt the Profeſſor, when the Libel proceeds tb ſub- 


ſume and ſet forth theCrimes of which he is alledged to be guil- 
ty as Contrary to the foreſaid. Laws, which is neither contrary 


to any of them, nor to any other Law in Being, that could be 


the Foundation of a Libel. vi. So far as he is charg'd with 


Undermining the Truth, and teaching Things, that fend to 
ſhake and overturn the Beliei thereof, or to inject needleſs and 
ill grounded Doubts and Scruples, in the Minds of Men, and 


to render them dark and uncertain as to what they ought to be- 
lieve concerning the ſame : Which Things, -tho* when knowing- 


ly and wilfully done, they are doubtleſs faulty and criminal; 
yet the charging them thus in a Libel appears to be irregular 
and captious; for that it is a Queſtion perfestly Arbitrary in 2 


judge, whether a Man's Words ſhall he held to have been ſpoken 


with ſuch an Intention or not, ſince. a Man may often inno- 
cently. without Deſign, in diſcuſſing the Controverſies with 
Adyerſaries, and on a Thouſand Occaſions may have uttered” 


Things, which, tho' noways erroneous, might be / conſtrued. 


Undermining , tending to ſhake Mens Belief, or to inj-(t-Scruples, 


Cc. when in Reality he himſelf had never any ſuch Intent ion: 
Whereby the moſt innocent might be overtaken and found 
guilty, through the Miſtake or Error of his Judges, The Mat- 
ters. laid in theſe Words of the Libel are truly Queſtions magis 
animi quam facti, ſuch as no Mortal can judge ot-with Certain- 

ty : And a Man may have an Appearance of being guilty in 
theſe. Points, as well through Defect of Skill and Prudence, as olf 
Deſign: And ſurely the Laws ot Prudence are ſo various and 
undetermined, that no Man can be juſtly tried & an Indite- 


ment for the Breach of them 


2do, It is to be obſerved, That tho* the Libel he fodnded 
upon the Doctrine of the Scriptures, and of this Church con- 
tain'd in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, concerning the 
Trinity; yet in the Sublumption there is nothing alledged to 
have been ſpoke or taught by the Profeſſor, which in dire# : 
Terms. is contrary to any Article of our {aid Cenfeſßon and Ca- 


dechiſms. _ 


3to, The Libel, in ſo far as it is founded upon the Emiſſion .. 
of Words in the Courſe of no leſs Time than two Years and a 
Half, without condeſcending upon any particular Time or Oe- 


ä wk But 


caſion, is moſt untormal and uncertain. 
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But to come to the particular Articles to be preſently ſpoke 


to, the Firſt beg o thus, —And Further. in teaching your 


Sehollars you have ſaid, that the Independency and Neceſſary. 
Exiſtence of our Lord Feſus Chriſt were Tomy we knew not. 
This being laid in general, without condeſcending upon the Oc- 
caſion upon which it was ſaid, and without mentioning the 
Words that went before or followed this Expreſſion, is trrele- 
vant: For as it ſtands, it cannot poſſibly be known whether this 
Expreſſion was us'd in ſuch a Manner as to imply any Thing 
Erroneous ; or whether it was truly the Profeſſor's own Opini- 
on, or if he was telling only the Opinlon of others. If what 
went before and followed that Expreſſion had been mentioned 
in the Libel, it might Hemel appear that theie Words alledged 
uttered by the Profeſſor; Theſe are Things we know not, might 
relate not ſo much to the Neceſſary-exiſtence and _ Independency 
Y Chriſt, as to certain ſubtile and fallacious Arguings which the 
tudents or others might have us'd concerning theſe Sacred 
and Myſterious Subjects: And if that had been the Caſe (as for 
ought that is laid in the Libel may have been) it is plain there 
could be nothing of Releyancy in it. En rs | 


. 1 


It. is eyident to any Perſon, that if we ſhall take a Scrape 


of a Man's Diſcourſe by it ſelf, and Libel him upon it, with- 


dut Regard to the Connection of his Diſcourſe, and what pro- 
ceeds and follows; it will be eaſy to find any Man guilty 


of Error or Blaſphemy when he is making the moſt ſound and 


Orthodox Diſcourſe; eſpecially if one ſhall be libelled upon 
ſuch Scrapes -of Words emitted aboye ' Fifteen or Eighteen 
Months before he is accuſed, when it is, by the Nature of 
the Thing, impoſſible to recolle& or make appear the whole 
Tenor and Series of the Diſcourſe. And therefore this Part of 
the Article is abſolutely irreleyant. © Os 
| The Libel' goes on, That theſe Terms (viz. Independency 
and Neceſſary-exiſtence) were impertinent, and not to be uſed 
zn talking of the Tranity. It would be abſurd to underſtand 
theſe. Words, Talkin 1 Trinity, of the Relation betwixt 
any one Perſon of the Trinity and Creatures; for that in no 
roper Senſe could be called, Talking of the Trinity, and would 
imply an Aﬀertion that they were impertinent in ſpeaking of 
the Relation betwixt God the Father and Creatures, which it 
would be abſurd to ſuppoſe that even an Arian would affirm; 
and therefore the Meaning of the Article can only be this, 
That the Profeſſor ſhould have ſaid theſe Terms were imper- 
tinent or not pertinent to expreſs the perſonal Relations of the 
Trinity by: But this is noways relevant; for, imo, It is e- 
vident that theſe are not. the Scripture-Terms, by which the 


r Relations of the Trinity are expreſſed: And in a 


Ver that che Holy Ghoſt has "thought 


atter of pure Revelation it is certain, that no: Words are ſo 


hip 


965 


gt to pitch upon. 2d, The Terms Independent aud Depen- 
dent, being only uſed to expreſs the Relation betwixt God 


and Creatures, is thereby rendred unfit. to be uſed in ex Yeſ- 


ſing the perſonal Relations betwixt the Father and the Son, 
which our Confeſſion expreſſes thus, That the Father is of 
None, neither begotten, &c. and the Son is begotten; and to 
ſubſtitute in place of theſe Expreſſions the other Terms, vn. 
To ſay that the Father is Independent, and the Son is Depen. 
dent, for begotten, ſeems ſhocking, and is apt to lead into Mi- 
ſtakes: And therefore the ſaying that theſe Terms were im. 
pertinent, and not to be uſed with reſpe& to the Trinity, -in 
reſpe& of their perſonal Relations, is ſo far from being wrong, 


that it is ſound Doctrine: And the ſame is true of the Term 


Neceſſary-exiſtence, when taken (as it is by ſome) for being 
of None, or for unbegotten. 5 | 


It follows in the Libel, and that they were Philoſophical Ni- 
ceties and ambiguous Terms of Art. This is likewiſe -irrele- 


vant, ſeeing what went before and followed is not mention- 
ed: For that might be juſtly ſaid of the ſubtile Reaſonings, 


That the Students might have uſed when diſcourſing of this 
ſacred Myſtery, or it might ha ve been ſaid of the Arguments 
uſed by Adverſaries of the Truth: And it is evident, that 
if theſe Terms of Art were uſed in talking of the Trinity, they 


could not be taken in the common Acceptation, and ſo would 


be, rendered ambiguous, and apt to miſlead. 14 
It follows in the Libel, When your Students argued, that if 
the Son was nit Independent, he was not Neceilarily-exiſtent, 


and fo might not have been, and the Father might poſſibly have 
been without him. Tou anſmered, How do you know, or how 


do we know that. This Article is not relevant, for the Words 


_ | alledged faid by the Profeſſor, How do you know. that, . can 
import no more in a Diſpute (as this is ſaid to: have been) 


then a denying of the Conſequences of the Students arguin 
which is ſo far from being Criminal, that it ſerves to excul- 
pate the Profeſſor from the Imputation ot denying the Neceſſa- 


 2y-exiſftence of Chriſt : For the Students Argument ſeems to 


be thus, If the Son be not abſolutely Independent of the Fa- 


ther, that is unbegotten, then he cannot be Neceſfarily-exiftent : 
The Profeſſor anſwers, How do you know that, that is, bow 


make you out that Conſequence, as if he had. ſaid, I deny the 


_ Conſequence, for it is very conſiſtent, that the Son may be 
Neceſſarily- exiſtent, and yet may be Dependent, if by that 


Term you mean begotten of the Father, fo that this is fo far 
from implying a Denial of Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, that: it 
is an aſſerting it in the ſtrongeſt Manner; and therefore this 
Article, as it is laid, is not relevant. 13 TER 
As to the next Article in the Libel, And yet further in teach- 
ang your Students the Chap, de Creatione, &c. it is like * de- 
EP e e ON eee Gise, 


| * ö 
_ - ive, ſeeing It does not mention the whole Words alledged 
to have heen uſed by the Profeſſor: For without a Know- 


' ledge of the whole in its full Order and Connection, we ean 


never know whether the Profeſſor vented it as his own Opi- 
nion, or the Opinion of others. | 


But further it is to be noticed, That tis not here. charged 


-againſt the Profeſſor, that he expreſly denied the Neceſſary- exi- 
. ftence of Chriſt, but that is endeavoured to be inferred from 
this Artiele of the Libel ; and yet, ſuppoling what's libelled 


to have been true, this Article, taking it as it lies, does not 
neceſſarily infer a Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt, 


taking it as an Eſſential Perfection of the Deity in the ordi- 
nary Meaning of the Word, vi. That it is impoſſible for him 
not to be. For if the Profeſſor had aid, that the Argument 
_- againſt the Eternity of the World, viz. That if Eternal, it 
muſt be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, becauſe Chriſftus eff 
eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, there the Meaning of non ef 
ens neceſſarium, may and certainly can be no other than that 
he ts not unoriginate or unbegotten. For the Ariftctelians: al- 
Jow, that the World was created, at the ſame Time that they 
lay it was Eternal; and Markius denies the Conſiſtency. of 
theſe two, ſaying- that the World cannot be Eternal, unleſs it 


be Neceſſarily-exiſtent: Meaning thereby unoriginated. Which 


Argument of Mark's, if the Profeſſor objected againſt, from 
the Example of Chriſt who is Eternal, and yet not wnoriginat- 
ed, whether he argued well or ill, *tis plain that it is not a 
Denial of his Effential Neceſſary-exiſtence, meaning thereby 
that it was impoſſible for him not to have been; and conſe- 

uently this Article of the Libel is not releyant to infr 
that for which it is adduced, vi. That the Profeffor denied 


the Necefſary-exiſtence of Chriſt, as it is an Eſſential Perfe- 
ction of 3 which belongs equally to all the Three Di- 


e Trinity. 
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SIMSON #0 the Aſſembly, May 15. 1727. 


Tea Article 2d, That the Indepen- 
dency and Neceflary-exiſtence of our Lord Feſies 


Chr ift, were Things we knew not, is not relevant. 


4 PAPER containing Reaſons againſt the Re- 
levancy of the ſecond and third Articles of 
the Libel, given in judicially by Profeſſor” 


1. Be- 


5 : 7 \ 


| | 6 RE 7 85 5 x 
1 Becauſe theſe Terms are 7.4 uſed in Srripture nor © 
| our Confeſſion of Faith: And therefore a Miniſter's ſaying, He 
| knows not theſe Terms, or what Do&rines mentioned in'$trips 
8 ture or our Confeſſion of Faith, are ſignified by theſe Terms, is 
the Tranſgreſſion of no ſtanding Rule of this Church, ſappoling | 
the Profeſſor had ſaid what is libelled, which is not granted. 
2. The Aſſembly's judging this Propoſition relevant to in- 
fer Cenſure, would make the Uſe of theſe Words a Neceſſary 
Term of Miniſterial Communion, and. thereby . eſtabliſh a new 
Article of Faith, or at leaſt make theſe Terms neceſſary for ex- 
preſſing ſome Article. of Faith, which would evidently: alter 
our Rule of Uniformitiixg. e 
3. Suppoſing the Aſſembly ſhould do ſo, yet it could not 
juſtly have a Retroſpe&, or be found relevant againſt the Pro- 
teflor ; becauſe the Uſe of theſe Terms, in expreſſing any Ar- 
ticle of Faith, were-none of the Terms of Communion,” which 
he either did or was obliged to engage to at his Admiſſion. 
4. This Way of bringing in new Articles of Faith, or new 
Ways of expreſſing the old ones, by a judicial Act of ſuſtain- | 
ing a Relevancy, is contrary to the eſtabliſh'd Rule of this * 
Church, in the Overture and A&' anent Novations, AF 11. 
1695, and Ad 9. 1697, which are craved to be read, and A 
12. 1710, which forbids the Uſe of new Expreſſions, as cited 
in the Preamble of the Libel : Whence the Profeſſor concludes, 
that this Propoſition, as laid in the Libel, cannot be relevant. 
(See Page 161 and 44.) I "2 FFAs 
For which Reaſons, alſo the ſecond. Propoſition, that theſe 
Terms were impertinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the 
Trinity, cannot be releyant, it being exactly agreeable to the 
ſaid Act 1710 1585 „ CID „ 
And for the ſame Reaſons, the third Propoſition, viz. That 
they were Philoſophical Niceties we knw nothing about, and are 
ambiguous Terms of Art, is not relevant, it being maniteſt 
that they are uſed in different Senſes, and therefore ambigu- 
eus, as is acknowledged in the Remarks on the Profeſſor's An- 
ſwers to the Presbytery's References, where Neceſſary=exiſtence 
is taken for a Hypothetical Neseſſity of Exiſtence competent to 
Creature. e e e ee MTS 
It is: therefore a Breach of no ſtanding Rule, to call ſome 
Uſe of theſe Terms Philoſophical Niceties, or to ſay we know 
not what particular Truths relating to that important Dattrine _ 
of the Lrintty are ſigniſied hy them ; thay being neither uſed 
in, Scripture nor our Confeſſion, to - expreſs. any Part of that 
Doctrine, and being uſed by Authors in a:Meaning that can't 
agreets itt. E fon od ade 
And as to the laſt Part of this Article, the Anſwer to that 
Obje&ion, If the Son was not Independent, he was not Ne- 
eceſlarily-exiſtent, Oc. Hoem do you or we know that N This 
Feb Ba |; | can- 
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Import of it in a Diſpute, is to put the Gbjector to prove 
his Conſequence. N 5 | 


the ſecond Article, it is pleaded that the third Article, Chrz- 
flees now eſt ens necefſariam, is not relevant, as here laid, - tho? 
it were true the Profeſſor had ſaid it, which he is confident 
he did not, it being contrary to his Opinion, and impertinent 


” 


to the Purpoſe he was upon, as laid in the Libel. _ | 

Wherefore, altho' the Profeſſor in a Compliance with his 
Brethren's Deſire, and that he might remove their ſealouſies 
and Suſpicions about his Soundneſs on this important Point of 
Doctrine, ſhewed in what Senſe theſe Terms might be ſafely 


of the Trinity, which he hopes will fatisfy all that have not a 
Mind to cavil. Yet it is a quite other Uſe, when the Queſti - 
on is ahout the finding of an Article of a Libel relevant to in- 
fer a Cenſure with Reſpe& to theſe Terms: And therefore, tho? 
he adheres to his former Declarations of the Eſſential Indepen- 
® dency and Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Son of God, yet he pleads 
that theſe Articles as laid in the Libel, cannot, for the Reaſons 
alledged, be found relevant againſt him, according to the Rules 
and Conſtitutions of this Church. | | 8 | 
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againſt the Errors, for oppoſing which the Terms in the Libel 
are by ſome thought needful, by the Expreffions uſed in our 


* Confeſſion of Faith and Catecbiſims, is plain from this, that none 


of the Maintainers of theſe Errors will ſign our Confeſſion of 


PLEADING apon the Relevaniy of the Ex- 
culpation. eq - 


T HE Aſſembly having found a Relevancy in the Second 
and Third Articles of the Libel, after reſolving it into 


55 , 
1% Four Propoſitions which they judged to be contained therein, 

: 

| 


they proceeded May t5th to conſider the Profeſſor's Excul+ 
_ pation, or Defences, and called upon him and his Council to 


eadings were to the following Purpoſe. 


the Presbytery' of Glaſgow in writing, and were contained in 
Pages 71, 72, 73, 74 of the printed Caſe, vis.—— That 


2 — 


cannot be relevant, becauſe it aſſerts nothing, and the plain 


For the ſame Reaſons mentioned in the firſt Propoſition of 


uſed, and did expreſs the Truth, when _—_— to the Perſons 


And that the Doctrine of the Trinity is ſufficiently guarded 


EE OO , b d 


2 5 — out and ſum up the ſame, upon which Occaſion the 
I That the Profeſſor's Defences were very diſtintly ſtated to 


4 . 4 - 
« in Regard the Libel is founded, in a great Meaſure, * 


* * 
8 
1 
5 a 
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8 ( 169 


« | © theEmiſlion of Words alledged to haye been uttered at a great 
« Niſtance of Time, without condeſcending * the parti- 

„ cular Occafion, Subject or full Connexion of the Diſcourſe 

„ upon which they were ſo emitted; and that the particular 

; « Expreflions, and the Connexion of them may eaſily have eſcap- 

t | © ed the Memory. of the Witneſſes >. That therefore he may 

© | * be allowed a conjun& Proof or a preferable Proof, for Ex- 


“ culpation,, upon every Allegation contain'd in the Libel 


s * Which relates to his Expreſſions uttered in teaching or ſpeak- 
ing; that thereby the whole Strain and * of ſuch Ex- 

f | © preflions may fully appear, which is the only Rule by ed. | 
y | © the. Defendant's Sentiments can be meaſured or judged: , 
s | And when that is allowed him, he offers to prove that an 
4 « Expreſſions contain'd in the Libel that were deliberately ut- N 
2 de tered by him, which, ſeparately „ might appear unſal i 
„er impertinent, will, when the Whole Strain of his Diſcour "i 
„ at the Time is confidered, appear ſafe, blameleſs, and a; 1 
E n the Holy Scriptures, our Confeſſion of Faith. an 14 
8 c Field ot Es 3 „ SL ' 4 
s That che Firſt of theſe Defences was moſt Relevant to elide 1 
£ the whole Libel, and eyery Article of it, and ſuch as the De- 9 
I fendints believe would in no Court upon Earth (excepting one i | 
4 Foreign Tribunal) be refuſed to be admitted. That this De- 1 
1 | fence was laid as particularly and diſtincly as was poſſible, * 
r was requiſite to make it Relevant: For it could not be expected 9 
e that the Profeflor ſhould in his Defences, ſet forth the whole "1 
f Strain or Particulars of his Diſcourſe.at the ſeveral Times whet 1 


he is ſaid to haye uttered the Expreffions libelled, when he is 
not conſcious to himſelf, nor remembers that he eyer ante 
| any ſuch Expreſſions + And when the Libel it ſelf does not lay 
3 the ſeveral Expreſſions ſpecially, as to the Circumſtances or 
| Time of uttering them, but ſays in general, that at Some-time 
3 or Occaſion, within the Space of two Years and a Half, ſuch - 
Words or Phraſes had been uſed by bim. 
That neither could this be repelled as being contrary to the 
Lie}, becauſe it has not even the Appearance of that, 3 
d as to the Third Article, vhich ſpecially ſets forth the Occaſion o 
o | uttering the Words therein libelled. And yet theſe alſo might 
F very poſſibly be explained by what preceeded. or followed in 
2 the Lecture, ſo as would ſhow the Profeſſor could not mean or 
o {| intend to vent the Error, when he uttered theſe Words, Which 
e | at firſt View they ſeem to import, and that the Rule it ſelf of 
I ‚repelling Defences that are 7 to the Libel, deſerves not 
to do be regarded in à Caſe of this Kind. For that even ib cri- 
in minal Trials for plain ouvert Facts, Lawiers themſelves are not 
at agreed about it, And an eminent  Lawier ſays, „ That is 
n | © ſeems not to be allowable, becauſe all Defences uf Exculpa · 
16 « tion might be thereby 2 the Purſuer, of Deſign, 
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tec ſo laying his Libel, as to make it contrary. to the only Ex- 
c culpation he apprehended. _ And that even the Defences of 


ce alibi, which is good againſt every Crime, or of Selt-defence, 
ec or caiual Homicide, which are relevant againſt an Indite- 
& ment for Murder, are contrary to the Libels, which always 
* hear the Perſon aecus'd to have committed the Crime at a 
cc certain Place libelled, and to have committed the Murder 


ve with Premedication and Fore- thought Fellony. Yet to re- 


cc pell theſe Defences would be abſurd,” 


Theſe and many other Reaſons for the Limitation of that 
Rule of repelling Defences contray to the Libel, ſhow that it 
cannot be regarded in this Caſe of an Eccleſiaſtical Trial for 
erroneous Opinions, vented in ſpeaking, and where the De- 
fence offered is net truly contrary to the Libel; for it is not 
that the Profeſſor did gt utter ſuch Words as are libelled, but 
that the other IV erds e by him at the ſame Time would ex- 
plain the Words libelled, if they ſhall be proven, ſo as to ſhow 
Him innocent of intending any Error by them. 
That yet this Defence ſo relevant, againſt the whole Libel, 
and whereof the Profeſſor crayed to be allowed a Proof, the 
Presbytery had refuſed to admit as relevant, or to allow him 
any Proof of it: And yet it ſeem'd to be impoſſible that he 


= ſhould be condemned for Error, tho' every Article in the 
Libel were releyant and proven, whilſt ſuch a Defence as this 


ſtood propoſed for him, and no Proof allowed him of it. 
That it did nowiſe 2 that this Defence had been 
waved or paſſed from by the Profeſſor, and that the Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow were at leaſt greatly miſtaken, in ſup- 
poling that he had, as is evident from their own Minutes, 
which gives this Account of the Matter. That upon the 1gth 
of April, when the Presbytery were about to proceed to con- 
fider the Profeſſor's Exculpation above-mentioned, as laid in 
his Anſwers, they called him in, and asked, if he had any 
Thing more ſpecial to offer on his Exculpation; He anſwered, 
He had ſomething to ADD, which he promiſed to do in Writ- 
ing againſt the Afternoon, and the Presbytery allowed him te 


_ do ſo, That accordingly in the Afternoon, the Profeſſor gave 


in a Paper, Intituled, Particular Grounds of Exculpation. &Cc. 
and then, withdrew. It is here added in the Minute (and in- 
Iiſted net in any other Exculpaticn) which are the Words, not 
of the Profeflor, but of the resbytery or their Clerk; and 
can with Truth bear no other Meaning than this, That 
when that Paper was preſented in the Afternoon by the Pro- 
feſſor, he did not expreſly repete or declare, that by offering 
that, he did not withdraw or paſs from the other Points of 
Fcculpation, contained in his Anſwers to the Libel. And the 
Queſtion is, Whether that Omiſſion of his could reaſonably 
be conſtrued hy the Presbytery to be a paſſing from 155 
e FS 70 eee eee ee ES s IO £0853 De 
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equitable Court, and eſpecially 


Defence, other than that additional Paper contained? And 
it ſeems evident that it could not be ſo conſtrued, but that 
on the contrary nothing leſs could amount to that, than an ex- 
preſs, judicial Declaration, by Word or in COLE the 
Profeſſor himſelf, that he with&rew ſuch Part of his Defenees. 
For the Thing is highly improbable in itſelf, and therefors 
never to he prefumed. And if any juſt Ground had been given 
of imagining ſuch x Thing, it would have been natural for any 
' a Court confifting of Miniſters 
of the Goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt, in the Trial of one of their own 
Brethren, and one not inconſidetgble for Station or Worth, to 
have asked the Defendant; in order to remove any Doubttul- 
neſs and to prevent Miſtakes, that he might plainly declare, 


if or not he intended to paſs from any of his Deſences. But 


indeed in this Cafe he gave no Cauſe, even to ſuſpeck ſo much, 


the Omiſſion above- mentioned being an Omiſſion of wil hid; 
wholly ſuperfluous : For the Profeſſor could not ſuppoſe it wWas 


poſſible to miſunderſtand him in the Manner that the Ag | 20 7 
bad told the Aſſembly they did. For, as their own Minu 

bear in the Forenoon, they having very fairly given him an 
Opportunity, if he thought fit, to offer any Thing Retkber 
and more ſpecial for his Defence than he had done; he ſaid 
he had ſemething: to add, and was allowed ſo to do; afid- ac. 
cordingly in the Afternoon gives in a Paper, without'fying 


or imagining any Thing in Reality, chat he was then with; 
drawing an eſſential Part of his principal Defegces, Th 
Paper was the Addition which in the Forenoon he had rdf 

to make, and had been allowed te do, of ſomething more fpe- 
cial: And indeed it conſiſts only of a Diviſion - 6f'th& ſeeond 


any Thing that is recorded in the Minute, and without ſaying 


general Defence, which he had formerly offered of the habithyal 


Orthodoxy of his Lectures, into three . different Branches dt 
Particulars, in order to comply with the Presbytery's Que? 
ſtion or Direction to him in the Forenoon, to make his Excül- 
pation ſomewhat more ſpecial. The other, which is the firſt 
total Defence againſt the Libel, he could not, for the Reaſons 
before mentioned, render more ſpecial than he had done 30 
firſt. Becauſe it was unneceſſary, being moſt diſtinctiy pro- 
poſed and he not remembring that he used the moe i | 
Phraſes libelled, in ſo general a Manner as to J ime 6 Oe 
caſion, could not poſſibly ſay any Thing more ſpecial "about 
the Diſcourſe made by him when he uttered them; He had fad 
all in that Defence, Mhich it was needſul or poſſible for a MA 
to ſay againſt ſuch a Iithel, who was conſcious to himſelt offhis 
being Orthodox.inthis Opinions, and of a conſtant Intention 
and Deſign to be ſo in his Lectures 2% 479 
That the Injury done to the Profeſſor by the Preshytery in 
ever -ruling this Defence, was not made up to him, by their 
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122 N 
which they made uſe of for proving the Libel againſt Him. 


For tho' a Defendant ſhall not be able to prove his Exculpa- 


tion by the Purſuer's Witneſſes, it cannot be inferred by any 


Judge, that therefore he could not have proven it, had he been 


rmitted to bring Witneſſes of his own, ſuch as he krew or 
zelieved were beſt acquainted with the Matter. And there 
were in Reality many of his Students that were not examined 
by the Presbytery, whom he would have cited, had he been 
allowed at all to bring any Proof, tho* he did not offer any 
Liſt of them to the Presbytery, ſeeing that eren to him 
very unprofitable and incongruous, when they had in general 
refuſed to ſuſtain his Exculpation, or allow him to bring a 
Proof of it. That therefore it was expected the General Aſ- 


12 would redreſs the Wrong that had becn done by the 


resbytery of Glaſgow, by over-ruling ſo juſt a Defence, + at 


Sy far as not to proceed to find the Profeſſor guilty of 


rror, without firſt allowing him a Proof of that Defence. 
For that the Profeſſor,” thra* Regard to the General Aſſembly, 


and to avoid all Suſpicion of his intending to evade or dil- 


2ppoint à fair Trial, did not inſiſt that the Aſembly ſhould 
then ſtop all Procedure in the Cauſe, till he ſhould have Op- 


portunity to bring the Proof that had been refuſed him: But 


was willing that the Aſſembly ſhould proceed to judge of 
the Trial upon his other Defences, which he believed were 
ſufficient for his Exculpation, without that firſt : But with 

eſervation always of that firſt' Defence, in caſe the others 

ould be found not relevant, or not proven 
That the ſecond General Defence againſt the whole Libel, 
either as that Defenot is laid in the Profeſſor's Anſwers to the 
Libel, or as branched out in his additional Paper, was like- 
wiſe relevant 'by' itſelf; to free him altogether from the Charge 
ef Error. For when a Profeſſor appears to have 'habitually 
taught, aſſer ted and maintained in his School, the whole Or- 
thodox Doctrine concerning the Trinity, and particularly thoſe 
very Articles which he is accuſed of having denied, and to 
5 refuted thoſe very Errors which he is charged with hav- 

ng aſſected or fayoured ; it is not ſurely an Expreſſion or two, 
once vor very ſeldom falling from him, that can be thought an 
Evidence of his being an Heretick, but theſe are rather ts be 


aſcribed to the Natural Inadyertancy, which every Man' is 


ſubje& to, or to the particular Weakneſs or Infirmity of Health, 
-which* the Profeifor at the Time laboured' under; rather than 


to ſuppoſe theſe few Expreſſions proceeded” from a ſettled He- 


retical Opinion in the Mind of the Teacher, ànd a Deſign 
craftily to infinuate the ſame into his Scholars: Which to 
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this Libel: For then the 


IF 
ſuppoſe, when the Matter of this Defenee is at the ſame Time 
conſidered, ſeems ro be contrary to all human Probability, as 
well as to legal Evidence or Chriſtian Charity. 
That this is true, ſuppoſing theſe few Expreſſions, at ſome 
Times uttered by the Proſeſſor to be manifeſt d neceſſa- 


N ö , | an | 7 ElL - 
A erroneous, admitting ef vo poſſible "found Conſtruction. 


But the Argument proceeds with ſtill greater Force, when the 
Expreſſions are not of that kind, but dubious or © equivocal, 
and only erroneous when uſed or taken in the worſt Senſe they 
can bear, which is the Caſe of almoſt every Article laid in 
the Queſtion is only. upon Interpreta- 
tion, and whether the Speaker ſhall be underſtood in the worſt 
Senſe, or in the ſound Senſe, when the latter only agrees to 
the conſtant Tenor of his Doctrine and Profeſſion. And in 
that Queſtion it is very plain, what all the Rules of Judg- 
-ment upon Earth muſt determine CS 
That in caſe notwithſtanding of theſe Defences, the Aﬀem- 

bly ſhould find, that the Profeſſor had taught or maintained 
Error, there was a third Point remaining, which was a rele- 
vant Defence to exclude any Sentence condemning him as 
erroneous, viz. That he had at the Bar ſolemnly diſowned and 
diſavowed all the Errors laid to his Charge: So that if ever 


1 


be had taught or maintained any ſuch, he now retracted them, 
and therefore could not in Reaſon, nor by any Law Civil or 


Eccleſiaſtical, be condemned for the ſame. ; 
That it is agreeable to Reaſon, that a Man, whoſe Crime 
confiſts in the Emiſſion of Words, which may be inconfide- 
rately ſpoken, and eaſily miſtaken by the Hearers, ſhould be 
afterwards allowed, when he recolle&s himſelf, and ſpeaks de- 
liberately and with Coolneſs either to explain his former 
Meaning, or to declare his preſent Sentiments, ſo as to re- 
move any Malignity or Crime that might otherwiſe be found 
in the Words which he had ſpoken. And upon this Prin- 


. Ciple it was, that the Greeks and Romans allowed a verbal In- 


jury to be purged or taken away by the Party accuſed his ma- 


king Oath, Nolle ſt injuriam fatam vel indignum eſſe adver- 
farium bac contumelia, Math. Tit. de injuriis, N. 16. 


That further, even where it was evident and certain, That 
a Man had vented Error, yet the Laws of the Church did 
not ſuffer him to be condemned for it, in cafe he ſhould re. 
tract the ſame. The Rule of the Goſpel in this Cafe is found 
in Tit. 3, 10. A Man that is an Heretick after the firſk and 
fecond Ad monition rejet, which plaiply ſignifies and is inter- 
preted by Cotnmentators, if he Kall obſtinately perſiſt he is to 


be condemned, and not otherwiſe ; that the Rule of the Canon 
Law is the fame which is thus expreſſed in the Inſtitutes ſub- 
joined to the Corpus Canonicum, Tit. de Hereticis, Par. 3d. 
ln Hereſt autem deprehenſi, S elerici Ine, vel religioſi, tatius 
e e ©. „ „ TOY „ . ä _ 
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eralinis Eerleſiaſtici prerogative; ſpoliandi erunt, © omni officio N 
V beneſicio nudati, wif continuo poſt deprebenftonem erroris ad tra 
fidei Catholicæ unitatem returrere, & errorem ſuam publice ab- fer 
jurure; & congraam ſatisfattionem exhibere' conſenſerint. And 2 
_- agreeable to theſe is the particular Law of this Church, con- | Th 
.-cerning Ecelefiaſtical Proceſs againſt Miniſters for Error, that Bas 
is contained in the Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7. Par. 8. in theſe ag 
Words, If the Matter laid to the Miniſter's Charge, be * 
ec Unſoundneſs and Heterodoxy in Doctrine and if the : 1 
4 Errors be not groſs, — or if they be not pertinac iouſly Por 
cc ſtuck unto, or induſtriouſly ſpread, — or that they are 2 
zee not ſpreading among the People, then, (i. e. in any of 1 F 
«theſe | Caſes which are disjunctively put by the Particle Or) "gn 
Lenitives, Admonitions, Inſtructions and frequent Conferences er 
e are to be tried to zeclaim without cutting off.“ And in this 45 0 
the Form of Proceſs is manifeſtly different and oppoſite from OY 
hat is preſcribed in the Caſe of Immoralities found in a Mi- Ava 
niſter. (Par. 5. of the ſame Chapter.) For then whatever be the = 
Nature of his Penitency, tho' to the Conviction of all, he is 10 - 


inſtantly to be depoſed ab oſſicio; but tho* he were found to yo 
Have boon truly Hetrodox 2 his Do&rine, yet there is ſtill fart! 
locus penitentis for à great while, and if he do not pertinaci- 
« vuſly. ſtick to the Hereſy, a Method is to be taken with him 
Auite different from an inſtant Depoſition, and more agree- he 1 
20 the expreſs Rule of the 'Golpel, as well as to Reaſon, Fe 
{Charity and the Canon Law, and in the preſent” Caſe the Pro- 1 
feſſor has been far from. pertinaciouſly ſticking to any Error, for " 
be has all along diſowned the Fact of his maintaining any one ; 
erroneous Tenet, and has all along aſſerted and declared his 
Belief of every Truth which he is alledged to have impugned. 
And that if ſo much Pains is to be taken with a , Miniſter, be 
who has actually been in an Error, that frequent Inſtructions K. 
and Conferences are to be uſed to reclaim him, without. cut- 45 
ting off: Which ſuppoſes that in theſe Conferences he might 
— propoſe his — for the Heretical Opinion he had 
vented, and even maintain the Argument till the Point ſnould 
be diſcuſſed, providing he did not pertinaciouſſy ſtick to his 
Error, but hearkning with Attention and Docility to the Ar- 
guments of his Brethren, in ſupport of the Truth, from which 
he had erred for a while, ſnould ſuffer himſelf to be convinced 
and reclaimed. With how much more Reaſon, ſnould Lenitives 
be uſed in the 8 Caſe, where the Profeflor and his Bre- 
thren are agreed, as he always declared, in their Opinions 
en the Points of Doctrine; and the only Queſtion betwixt them 
is, Whether in Fact he ever has ſaid. or uttered "TA 
to che contrary ? If a Miniſter is to be allowed td ſay (as 
all the foreſaid Rules do allow him) I wes in an Error, and — 
heve vented Error, but 1 am now convinced of it, and do re- egott 
* | . ” | tra na 
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tra it : How much more Nl he be allowed to ſay, & 4 


few raſh, or ambiguoas Words, which. poſſtbly may be © proved. 
to have been uttered by me, during a long Coarſe. of teaching, 
and under a heavy Illneſs, I never meant or intended 72 


Thing erroneous, but, as I always taught, do ſtill believe © 


Orthodox Doctrine of this Church in every Article of it. 
That it is true Men may be deceitful and diſſemble with: 
their Superiors on Earth: But it is againſt all Rule, from Pre- 


poſſeſſions, or private 5uſpiciotis. and Convictien, to pręeſume a. 
gainſt any Man that he diſſembled, without manifeſt Evidenee 


2 — 


. ef it; and what that is, the Scripture tells us in the Text 


before cited, viz. That if a Man relapſe into Herely, after. 
being once and again admoniſhed of it, and ho doubt ſeeming 
to repent at that Time, otherwiſe if pertinacious, he waul 
deſerye to be rejected at firſt, The latter of the two Declara- 
tions juſt mentioned is of its Nature by far the mort credible. 
And there is nothing in the Profeſſor's private | perſonal Cha- 


racter, nor in the Circumſtances of the Proof to make it leſy” _ 


ſo: But on the contrary, he is known to be of a Temper. the 
fartheſt remote from hiding or diſſembling his real Sentimentss- 


and there is nothing in the Proof of his teaching the Doctrine 


of the Confeſſion of Faith concerning the Trinity, that can ad- 
mit of any Suſpicion. that he did it not bona" fide, and as what 


be believed himſelf, and endeavoured to make his Scholars un- 
derſtand and believe. NFP 


N. B. The Exculpation as adapted to the Particular Arti- 
2 is intermixed with the Pleading upon the Proof of 
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IE Reverend Mr. M*Laren having afferted more than 
once in the General Aſſembly, That the Three Perſons 

of the Bleſſed Trinity are as equal in their perſonal Properties 


as in their Eſſential. perfections; it is humbly and ere 


fired, for the Inſtru&ion and Edification' of all = Chriſtians- 


1 | dicatipg of the 
Truth of this fundamental Article of the Cbriſtian Religion, 


in this Church, and for the elearing and vi 


that he be obliged to anſwer the following Queſtiops: Seeing” 
this Opinion tends to render Men dark and © uncettain\"as to- 


what they- ought to. believe concernin? the Father's being of Nene, = 


neither begotten nor proceeding i and the \ Sons being eternally 
begotten of. the Father; and the Holy Ghoft bis proceeding "eter-: 
ally. from the Father and the Sm. SI 
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uno, Whether the Sm and Holy Ghoſt be equally of None, 
acither begotten nor procceding, as the Father ? p; | bs 5 
. 2do, Whether the Father be not begotten as truſy as the Son * 
Aud whether he proceeds from the Son and Holy Gboſt, as the 


Holy Gboft proceeds from the Father and $5? 
3tio, Whether Three Perſons eg udlly of None, neither 3 exottes | 


ner proeeeding , be not Three Gods? 


| PLEADIN G upon the Proof of the Seronil 


" the Aſſembly. | 

ON the Sixtee -nth of May, the Aﬀembly proceeded to 
the Conſideration of the Proof, both of the Articles 

which had then been found Relevant, and of the Grounds of 


and Third Articles as flated in Four Heads by 


Exculpation, Whereof any Proof had ariſen from the Witneſſes 


brought againſt the Profeſſor, and heard him and his Council 
upon the ſame. And their Pleadings upon the Subject of the 
Proof, were in Subſtance as follows __. 5 

That, as it was before oblerv'd upon the Relevancy, there 


was ſome-\vhat in General upon the Rule of judging the Pro- 


bation in this Caſe, that Was not impreper to be öbſerv'd for 
the Defendant, by Reaſon of the Apprehenſion he had that 
ſome of the Members entertain'd an Opinion as if they might; 
in a Court and Trial of this Sort, proceed upon private Con- 
vistioh or Belief in their own Minds, and not to be tied up; 
as the Judges in Civil Courts are, to condemn only where there 
is a ſtrictly legal Proof, as 
RR. ooo... 3 

That ſuch a Proof was neteſſary in the preſent Caſe, the 
Trial of à Miniſter for Error of the grofſet Kind, might be 


proy'd by manifold Arguments both from Reaſon and Authori- | 


oY 5 that the Nature of the Thing required it, becauſe the 
ruth of the Accuſation was improbable and unlikely, that 2 


Miniſter of the Proteſſor's Learning and unblameable Life, 


Mould fall into ſuch. groſs Hereſies; that the common Charity 


and brotherly Love of his Judges, would naturally d iſpoſe them 
to be unwilling, and flow to admit the Truth of it, wit hout an 
Evidence, that it could not be reſiſted. | 

That beſides the commonPrineiples of all the Civil Laws in the 
World, which plead for this, that a legal Proof is requifite in 
all Trials; The Canon Law, is particularly expreſs as to Here» 
ſy, the Subject of the preſent Trial, which in the Chapter — 


— 


well as a Conviction in the Judges 


Or Co 
Jealoi 
were 
nions, 
Part 4 
him k 


on but before two or three Witneſſes: Which is one of the 


that in the Trial thereof great Caution ought to be uſed, 
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re cited in the Pleading upon the Exculpation, 18 contained 


in theſe Words, Qui vero invents fuerint, ſola ſuſpicione notge 


| bites, ob eam quantumvis vebementem de tam gravi crimine 


condemnandi non erunt « And that the Canon Law, tho? nat 
a binding Rule in this Church, is yet of an Authority, which 
as an Argument muſt be every where reſpecte. 
And that the ſacred Text it ſelf, is expreſs to the ſame Pur⸗ 
poſe, 1 Tim. v. 19. Againſt an Elder receive not an & yay 
aws. 
Whereof the Obſervation is inforc'd in the following Words of 
the 21 Verſe, in a very ſingular and remarkable Stiſe; I charge 
thee before God and the Lord Feſus Chriſt, and the Elec Angels, 
that thon obſerye theſe Things. And the Text it ſelf of 
the 19th Verſe requires that nothing leſs, but rather ſome+- 
what more then what amounts to a legal Evidence in a com 
mon Caſe, is to be admitted in the Accuſation of an Elder, 
when it ſpeaks of two or three Witneſſes ;, whereas b * Law 
of Moſes, as well as moſt of the Civil Laws in the World, two . 
Witneſſes are ſufficient for Proof of a Crime. And further, the 
Text requires this full Evidence, before an Accuſation of an 
Elter be received, which is interpreted by ſome, to ſignify that 
ſuch Evidence muſt appear by Way of Precognition, even be- 
fore he be brought to Trial; And far more is it neceſſary, bes 
fore he be condemned. | | 


That agreeable to theſe Rules, the Form of Proceſs of this 


Church directs, that againſt the Reputation of Miniſters nd 
Charge for unſound Doctrine ought lightly to be rereiued, and 


| a 
the Knowledge and Underſtanding of the Witneſſes much — 
into, & c. . 1 5 . * 1 : "I. 8 | 
That in judging of the Eyidence in this Caſe, with Juſtice - 
to the Profeſſor, it is neceflary, carefully. to ayoid one Things 
which ſome had ſhown a Diſpoſition to go into, vir . the mixing 
or conjoining with the Eyidence in Proceſs, any Suſpicions, 
Jealouſies, or even private Opinion or Conviction, it there 
were any ſuch, of the Profeſſor's wy - erroneous in his Opi- - 
nions, ariſing either from Reports and Suggeſtions, or from an 
Part of the Profeſſor's Behaviour ſince this Inquiry concerning 
bim began, whether relating to the Queries propos d to him 
or otherwiſe: For, ſuppobing. be had given juſt Cauſe of Sus 
ſpicion, (as it was humbly thought he had not in Point of He- 
reſy, whatever he — done in the Matter of Conduct) 
yet there is one Way of Dealing with a Perſon ſuſpected of 
Hereſy, and another Way with a Perſan directly and formally 
accus'd, and who is brought upon his Trial for having taught 
and yented Errors: He who has given Cauſe. of Suſpicion, is 
to be brought, by all proper Methods of Inquiry, to give Sa- 


tisſact ion in order to enn Suſpicions, either by clears 


7. * * | 1. 
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ENTERS 2 
ing his Innocence, or by acknowledging his Error; But when 
a Man is proceeded againſt in the Way of Trial, Sſpicions can 

no longer take Place or be regarded, there muſt then be à 

full Proof or nothing ean be concluded againſt the Party ac- 


[ cuſed; Suſpicions can in no Caſe, whether ſingly or join'd with 


imperfe& Evidence, be the Ground of condemning, nor be of 
any Uſe, but to make the Party againſt whom they ly clear 
or © 

Su rb Caſe, then, as it now ſtands, muſt be de- 
termined ſingly upon the Proof brought againſt the Profeſſor 
upon this Libel it ſelf, and upon no other extrinfick Evidence 
whatever that may be ſuppoſed to make againſt him. 
That hoping the Venerable Affembly would admit theſe 
Principles concerning Proof, and be ruled by them in judg- 
ing this Cauſe, they (the Adyocates) proceeded to point out, 


ad make ſome Remarks on the Proof of the Articles found 


relevant, and of the Exculpation that has ariſen from the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow's own Witnefles, viz. the Profeſſor's 
uſual and conſtant Poctrine; and they hop'd to ſhow that there 
was neither a legal nor a fatisfying Evidence of the Profeſſor's 
having treſpaſſed in any of the Points found releyant by the 
Aſcmbly. . | | | 


As to the firſt Article, viz. The denying the Neceſſary-exi 


ſtence of Chriſt. 3 : 

This Article muſt certainly be underſtood of the denying 
of the Neceſſary-exiſtence in the ordinary Acce tatipn of the 
Word, as it ſignifies an Impoſſibility not to have been; which is 
one of the Effential Perfe&ions of the Divine Nature that 
belong equally to all the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. 
Now the only Proof that is alledged of this is, what is ad- 
duced upon the Third Article of the Libel, which, ſuppoſing 
it were proven, (as has been already obſerved upon the Re- 
levancy of that Article) does not infer the ſame. 4434 16h 

But in the next Place there is no ſufficient. Proof of that 
Article of the Libel, for there are only Three Witneſſes ad- 
duced upon it; and their Teſtimonies, when duly confidered, 
do not make it out: For Alexander Duncan the 4th Witneſs 


only fays,**That the Profeſſor aſſerted to the beſt of his -Remem- 


< brance, Chriftus eſt eternus non tamen neceſſarius, but is not 
« pofitive theſe are the exact Werds the Profeſſor uttered,” which 
ES Äd ar IM, 7505 7 ent an 21269 ot niiorgd 

Edward Boyd the Third Witneſs, depones, © That the Pro- 
ce feſſor ſhewed himſelf diffatisfied with Mark's Argument, and 
« added or faid, Chriſtus eſt eternus ſed non ens neceſſarium, or 
non neceſſario exiſtit, or non neceſſarius eſt: But then it is 


to be obſeryed, that, tho* he ſays that the ſaid Argument of 


Mark is againſt the Eternity of the World, yet he declares 
he does not mind the Words that the Profeſſor 2 
* | | e . fa 


himſelf, in a proper Way from the Matter of thoſe 


eternus 
But he 
Witneſs 
Nation 
and le 7 
2do, 
Profeſſ 
Not kno 
In, in { 
un; g 


. ſatis fattion with the ſaid Argument hy. Now unleſs che Wit- 
neſs could have told the whole Words that the. Profeflor uſed 
on that Occaſion, it can never appear how that Sentence, which 

the Profeſſor is ſaid to have uttered, Chriſtus eſt eternus, &c. 
came in; whether the Profeſſor ſpoke it as his q. au Opinion, 

or whether he was only reciting the Opinion of Dr. Clark, the 

Ariftotelians and others: For the bare Saying of theſe Werds 

| could never be Criminal, unleſs we knew the Manner, Order 
rand Connection, in which they were uttered; which this Wit- 
e neſs gives no Account of, becauſe he did not remember the 
Words which preceeded theſe condeſcended upon by him. 
c And therefore this Teſtimony can be of no Force againſt the 
£ Profeſſor. 1 I? 1 ot | 8 


. , a. oor 


1 


KL This will appear further from a Parallel Inſtance; ſuppoſe W 
d one were preaching againſt the Atheiſts, and ſhould have'Oc- * Fl 


e caſion to take Notice of ſome Arguments that are brought a- 
3 gainſt the Atheiſts, which he thought not concluſive, and fothe 
Ee Time thereafter he ſhould have Gecaſion to cite that Text, 
8 The Fool hath ſaid in his Heart there is no God: If that Mi- 
© niſter ſhould be thereafter - accuſed of impugning or «denying _ 
I the Exiſtence of God, and a Witneſs | ſhould be found that | 
i- ſhould depone that he heard the Miniſter, while he pretend= 
Jed to be Preaching againſt the Atheiſts, refute ſome Argu- 
g ments that are ſometimes adduced” againſt them, and that 
e he added or ſaid, that there was not à God, but that he dees 
is ; not mind the Words in which he refuted the abovementioned 
at Arguments; tis evident ſuch a Teſtimony could never eonyiet 
y the Miniſter of Preaching Atbeiſt; becauſe, tho“ he. fail 
d- theſe Words, that there is not a God, yet it does not appear 
1g from what the Witneſs has ſaid; how they came in or Were 
& | uſed : And this Inſtance will apply exactly to the Caſe® ih = 
I Hand, in as far as is founded on this Witneſs's Teſtimony, - - 
at which does noways prove the Article libelleds oo = 
d- There remains therefore but only one” Witneſs, Mexande> 
d, Bar the 15th, who ſeems indeed to tell his Story -moze--cits 
eſs © cumſtantiately, by ſaying that the Profeflor gave this Reaſon 
m- for his Diſſatisfaction at Mark's Argument; Nam Chriſte" of 
off eteruus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſariv "exiſtit 5 
ch But here it is to be nsticed, i290, That he is only à fingle 


I Witneſs, and by the Rules of Seripture, and the Laws of all. * 
to- © Nations in all Ages, the Teſtimony of one Witneſs is not à Juſt 2 
nd and legal Proof :againſt-any Perſa.. RP S. 


or | - 2do, This Witneſs does not tell the whole Words that the 
is Profeflor uſed on that Occafion® And without theſe,” we can- 0 
of rot know whether the Words condeſcended upon were brought _. | 
es in, in ſuch'a Manner as to imply any Error of the Profeſſor ?- 
ion; poſſibly, if we had the Whole Argument which the Prop); 
. feſfor uſed on that Occaſion, it might appear that this Ex- © 29 
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preſſion condeſcended on, could not agree with the other Rea- 
| —— the Profeſſor then uſed. . ee 
A3tio, The only Thing in this Teſtimony which ſeems to in- 
ſinuate that theſe Words were uſed by the Profeſſor as a Part 
of his own Argument is in the Particle Nam: But then this 
may poſſibly be the Witneſs's own Word, by which he has 
thought fit to connect the Words, Chriftus eft, &c. with the 
Account that is here given of the Profeſſor's Argument; and 
its being in Latin is no Evidence that it is the Profeſſor's 
Word, for the Witneſs has put a Word of his own, which 
mould be Or, into Latin, by the Particle /ez, in theſe Words, 
Non eft ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exiſtit, where the 
Particle ſex is plainly the Witneſs's Word, his Meaning being 
that the Profeſſor ſaid, Non eſt ens neceſſarium, or non neceſ- 
. ſario exiſtit. . = 8+ i 
4, We find this Witneſs has put upon the Profeſſor, in o- 
ther Parts of his Oath, long Pieces of Nonſenſe in very bar- 
barous Latin, which no Perſon that ever heard the Profeſſor 
teach can believe he ſpoke : Which therefore weakens this 
Witneſs's Teſtimony very much; eſpecially when it is conſi- 
dered that he read his Depoſition from off a Paper which he 
had write the Night before, which ought not to have been 
allowed, becauſe if he could not deliver without his Papers 
what. he thought on the Night before, how can it be imagin- 
ed that he could diſtintly remember the Profeſſor's Words 
Which he had uttered above Fifteen Months before that? 
5to, This Witneſs was very young, being only 20 Years 
when he 2 and canſequently not much above 18 at 
the Time when what he depones is ſaid to have happened; 
ſo that he might very eaſily have miſtaken the Profeſſor's 
Words, being only a young Student who had attended the 
Diyinity-H not above two Menths at that Time. | 
sto, This is the more probable that what he depones up- 
on it altogether extrinſick to the Subject the Profeſſor was 
Treating of, De creatione mundi; eſpecially conſidering what 
Mr. Tewis Chapman depones, That the Profeſſor was in uſe 
to teach that there is an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity 
of the World and the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, 
end that he gave this Reaſon for it, that the World muſt be 
Friite, whereas the Son of God muſt be infinite and of illimited 
mo ele ep ne ne 7 « $43 
timo, That there has been a Miſtake in this Matter is fur- 
ther probable from this, That of the thirty Witneſſes who 
have been examined, none of them could ſay that the Pro- 
feflor uſed any ſuch Expreſſion, ſave the three Witneſſes above- 
mentioned, who, as they do not agree in the preciſe Words, 
o neither do they agree as to the Time, ſo that they are not 
en e Now tis mary” likely 
28 8 1 reer 
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chat two or three Perſons might have miſtaken the Profeffor's 


Words, than that ſuch a Expreſſion, if it had been deliberate- 
ly ſaid, ſhould have eſcaped the Obſeryation of a much 


greater Number, who, by their Depoſitions, ſeem to be fully 


as capable to underſtand a Divinity Lecture, and it is impoſſible 
that they could have forgat it, if they had heard it. Lies 
vo, What the Profeffor has proven by a vaſt many Witneſſes 
in his Exculpation, that he taught, That the Son hath all Di- 
vine Perfections, that all the eſſential Perfections of the Father 
agree to the Son, that whatever could be affirmed of the Father 

ought to be affirmed of the Son, except his perſonal Property. * 
This being the conſtant Tenor of the Profeſſor's Doctrine, 


_ makes it highly improbable, that ever he ſhould have uttered 
any — [ja 
of Chriſt, as it is an eſſential Perfection of the Divine Nature, 


on importing a Denial of the Neceſſary-exiftenca 


that is equally common to all the Three Perſons of the 
Trenity. : | Fe ot, DJ oe. 
As to the ſecond Article found relevant, That the Profeflor 


| ſhould have ſaid, That the Neceſſary- exiſtence of Chriſt was 


a Thing we knew not; it is not proven, as will appear by run- 


ping through the Depoſitions of the Witnefles adduced on this 


ead. | | 3 

Alexander Duncan the 4th Witneſs, Depanes, © That a Stu- 
© dent propounded a Diſſiculty, and in urging the ſame, Chriſt's 
ve — came to be handled, but does not remem- 
*© ber the Way in which it was roman, viz. Whether directly, 
cc or by Inference: Depones, as he thinks, The Profeſſor ſaid in 
* Anſwer to this, We do nat know, or that it was a Thing we 


eg knew nothing about, or other Words, which the Deponent is 


certain did bear no other neceſſary Meaning. 


Here it is to be obſerved, - 1920, That a Witneſs's Teſtimo 


ny, 4s to the Meaning, ought not to be regarded, becauſe that 
would be making him a Judge of the Doctrine or Meaning; 


. Whereas he was only Witneſs to the Fact or Words emitted, 


and the Judicatory muſt judge of the Import and Meaning of 
the Words. 2do, This Witneſs does not remember the Way in 


Which the Queſtion concerning Chris Neceſſary-exiſtience was 


propoſed, whether directly, or by 3 Now, if it was 
— by Inference, as is moſt probable from what the other Wit-. 
neſſes ſay, then the ſaying we do not know, or that mas a Thing 
we knew nothing about, implies only a doubting of the Infe- 
rence, not a Denial of the MNecetry exiffewcs itſelf: And fo 
this Witneſs proves nothing ppon this Article. 5 . 


*FJervey, W. 11. Campbell, W. 12. Banantyne, W. 18. 2 8 
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Meek the 16th Witneſs, Depones, That when the ObjeMon 
& was made by a Student, as mentioned in the Libel, and 
C former Depolitions, he heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither you 
© 6. nor know any Thing about that.” Now, the Obje&ion men- 
- tioned in the Libel and other Depoſitions, tho' it is not men- 


tioned the ſame Way in both, is in Subſtance this, That if the 
Son was not Independent in the ſame Senſe as what the Father 


Was, he could not be Neceſſarily- exiſtent: And if the Profeſſor 
in 'Anſwer to this, ſaid, Neitber you nor I knew any Thing about 
tha, it is only a Denial or Doubting of that- Conſequenee, 
| which is very tar from denying the Nece ſſary- exiſteuce of Chriſt 
st elf. 2 
Brown the 6th Witneſs, 
ſwer to the Student's Ohje&ion was, We knew not theſe Things, 
or we knew not whether he might have had a Being or not, 
| but is not poſitive which of theſe it was. Now, if it was the 
laſt of theſe, this Witneſs is ſingular; and if it was the firſt, 
it is only ſaying, We knew not that Conſequence : And in- 
: deed this Witneſs ſeems to be altogether ſingular as to his Ac- 
count of the Matter, for there are four clear Witneſſes, Mrs. 
Barr, Hamilton, William Boyd and Langford, who concur, 
that the Profeflor's Anſwer to the Student's Obje&ion, viz. If 
not Independent, he could not be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was, Hew 
do you know that ? Which is only a Denial of that Conſequence, 
and is rather an Aſſertion of Chriſt's Neceſſary- exiſteuce, than 
a direct Denial of it. And this is further cleared from what 
Fohnſton the 29th. Witneſs depones, That when a Student 
© made an Objection to the Purpoſe of the Objection laid in 
the Libel, about the Son's being Independent of the Father; 
ce The Profeflor anſwered, Do you think he is Independent of 
& his Father, certainly none can ſuppoſe or affirm that, and 
& that he is not begotten, altho' our ſhallow or finite Capa- 
<« eitics cannot pofftbly comprehend, or have ary Notion of 
the Modus or Mans of this Generation.?“ CL. | 
"William Boyd: the 29th Witneſs, Depones, That the Profeſſor 
began his Anſwer with theſe Words, New how do you know 
that? Which \Words were introductory to ſomething that 
followed, probaloly what Fohnfton has told us. Then the 
Student replied, It is poſſible the Son might not have been, and 
& the Father mii bt have been without him: Then the Profeſſor 
* ſpoke firſt jon 1ething to that, which the Deponent had forgot; 
«© but the laſt Thing he ſpoke, with Relation to this, was, 
JThHat is a Philoſoj abical Nicety we knew. nothing about >? but unleſs 
theſe Words wi zich he has forgot were produced, we cannot 
know what. the ; Profeſſor calle ae e Nicety, which 
Cy 


he was not cert: yin about. Upon the whole, there is no ſufh- 


cient Evidence from the aboye-mentioned . Teſtimonies, _ 
ccc proves 


— 
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jcoves the Profeffor has tranſgreſſed- in this ſecond Article 


und relevant by the Aſſembly. 


As to third Article, The denying the Independence) of the 
Deity of Chriſt, there is not the leaſt. Shadow. of Proof, that 
the Proteſſor was guilty of this: For it appears from the whole 
Depoſicions, that the Reaſoning uſed betwixt the Profeſſor and 
the Student did only concern what the Schoolmen called the 
As to the 4th Article, viz. The calling the Terms Neceſſary» 
exiſtence and Independeney, Impertinent and Philoſophical 
Niceties. 3 GS re Cot. 3 
As to the Word Neceſſary- exiſtence, there are only two Wit⸗ 
neſſes who ſay he quarrelied it, vi. Brown the 6th, who ſays 


that the Profeſſor {aid theſe Terms were impertineni, and not 


which is no poſitive Evidence. e K vos few 

The next Witneſs on: this Head is M*Clae, who only ſays 
that the Profeſſor ſaid, That theſe Terms were not uſed in Strip- 
ture, and were impertinent: But, beſides that be is fingulas 
as to the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, the only Meaning that 
theſe Words have, is, that theſe Terms not being uſed in 
Scripture, they were not ſo pertinent or fit to be uſed concerns» 
ing the Trinity, as Scriptural Terms are; and Neceſſary-eziſt- 
ence being there joined with the Term Iudependenqy, (Which 
is only the independentia per ſonalis, as appears from the Con- 
nection) mult ſignify the ſame, with being of None. 


to be uſed in ſpeaking of the Trinity, or Words to that Purpoſe, 


. 2 : 


As to the Term Independence, it appears from the De oſitiops 
of Mrs. Chapman, Ritchie, Brown, Villiam Boyd, Barr and 


Independence, which, when treating of the perſonal Properties 
of the Father and Son, could not be fo pertinently uſed 23 
Seriptural Expreffions ; or that it was not to be applied to the 
Relations of the Divine Perſons © Ot OE I OO 
As to the calling theſe Terms Philoſophical | Niceties. There 
are only two Witneſfes' which touch on this, vi. Willian 
Boyd, who does not remember what went before that Ex 
preſſion, and conſequently what it was the Prefeſſor called 2 
Philoſphical Nicety. And Thomas Hamilton 255 That the 
Profeffor's Anſwer to the Student's Objection, How dv you or 


Stzrling, That the Profeſſor is there ſpeaking only of the 355 | 


ve know that ? And added, (whether after urging” the "firſt , 


Part f the Difficulty, or after both Parts, he is not pofitiveJ 
that we are not ſo nicely to philoſopize, when ſpeaking of the 
Perſons of the Trinity, or that theſe were Philoſophical Nice=* 
ties. So that he is not poſitive, which of theſE two the Pro- 
feſlor ſaid, and ſo there is no poſitive Proof on this Read. 

Upon the whole, as there is no good or ſuffictent Evidence 
2painſt the Profeffor, upon any of theſe Heads; ſo, ſuppoſing 
tac Proof frem the Depofitions of the Witneſſes had been muck 


ſtronger and more pregnant than it is, yet it deſetvey to be 


remarked, that the Profeſſor could not be condemhed i; 
guilty of Hereſy or teaching Error, upon any Prodt ariſing 


from the Teſtimony of Witneſles concerning Words emitted 
For no Inſtance can be given that any Perſon was ever con- 
demned for Hereſy upon a Proof by Witneſſes; all thoſe h 
were condemned for Error, of whom Church Hiſtory gives u 
any Account, were only condemned upon their own Confeſſion, 
or upon Writ which they owned or gave under their Hands, 
And the Reaſon is very + coma Words ſpoke do ſtrike the 
Kar in fo tranſient a Manner, that Hearers may very 
eaſily miſtake them; and a Miſtake. in any the ſmalleſt Par- 
ticle or Circumſtance in a Speech, will ſo alter the Senſe as 
to change Truth into Error; ſo. that there is the greateſt Ex. 
aQneſs requiſite, which can never be had from Witneſſes 
with any Degree of Certainty; and to convict one of Error, 
to be ſure, requires the ſtrongeſt Evidence and moſt convincing 
Proof; and daily Experience teaches us how apt Hearers are 
to miſtake the Words and Meaning of what they hear, ſo that 
it is evident no Teſtimonies of Witneſſes can be a ſufficient 
Probation, whereupon to convict one of being guilty of teach- 
ing Error: | — 1 


EMEA EAN 
PLEADING os the Relevancy of the Fourth 
Article. ä | . 


FT PON the Seventeenth of May, the Aſſembly proceeded 
| to the Fourth Article of the Libel, upon which Mr; 
Simon, and his Council were heard, and their Pleadings a- 
gainſt the Relevancy of that Article were in Subſtance as follows. 
...< Article Fourth, in teaching you gave it as your own 
8 Opinion and the Judgment of the Primitive Fathers, that 
Ec the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be 
* either Numerically or AY one in Subſtance or Eſſenee; 
 « but added that they were ſo the ſame as to be one God in 
© Three Perſons, but gave not any Name to, nor attempted to 
« give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs ; nor can there 
<< any but Numerical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence con- 
ac ſiſtent with the Godhead, who is but one in Number and 
not more. = 5 55 1 
That if the Profeſſor had ſaid any Thing importing a Denial 
of the Unity of the Godhead, which is the very Firſt Principle 
of all Religion, it had certainly been relevant to make him 
guilty of the greateſt of all Hereſies : And that if a Propoſiti- 
on were extracted out of this Article, and plac'd by by it ſelf 


. 
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in theſe Words, That the:Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to 


- be ſaid to be Numerically one in Subftance'or Eſſence; and if in 
that Propoſition the Phraſe Numerically One be taken in the or- 
dinary vulgar Meaning of it, to ſignify Simple Unity, in Op- 
poſition to che Number Two, Three, and all other Plurality of 
Numbers, it would certainly be a moſt grofly. erroneous. Propy- 
ſition; and he who (poke it as his own Opinion, muſt indeed be 
one of the worlt of Hereticks. But, as this Article is laid in 
the Libel, no ſuch Propoſition is charge 
nor ean the Word Numerically, ſpoken hy him in the Manner 
libelled, be underſtood: in this moſt. erroneous Senſe, which 


ged againſt Mr. Simon, 


excludes the Divine Unity: But on the contrary, the Article it 
ſelf bears the Profeſſor's Exculpation in its Bolom, and ſhews, 
by the very Manner of the Profeflor's teaching, as laid in this 
Article, that by rejecting the Term Numerical, he meant not 


to impugn this fundamental Article of the Unity of the Ged. 


en et Da Cob 1 1 ils 0 

For in the Lihel it is ſaid; That he gave it at bis om Obi 
uion, aud the Judgment of the Primitive Fathers, which ſhows 
that he could not intend to infinuate an Error fo groſs as that 
of impugning the Unity, which no one could imagine to have 
been the Opinion of the Primitive Fathers, ' © ©" 
And the Libel further ſets forth, That he gave it as hit enn 
Opinion, That the Three Perſons are not to be ſaid to be eitben 
Numerically. or Specifically. one iu Subſtance or Eſſence; and if no- 
thing further bad been added than theſe Words, it ſeems im- 
poſſible to imagine, that this Propoſition ineluded a Denial of 
the Unity ;, for the rejecting the Word 'Specifical, as well as che 
Word Numerical, muſt neeceſſarily remove any Suſpicion of an 
unſound Senſe that might be implied in ne i ah the Term 


mear'd when he rejected the Uſe of, the Term Namericalh,.. 
when applied as in the Libel, vi . in ſo. tar as it fignifies, as it 
does when applied to Creatures, a Unity. of Perſeus, or chat is 
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The Libel indeed goes on, charging it on the Profeſſor as 2 
Fault, That he gave not any Name to, nor attempted to give 
any Notion of that — 
Argument, 6 
SubRlance or Eſſences which is conſiſtent with the Godhe 
ig but one in Number and not more. And truly if this be 
all that the Framers of the Libel have to ſay, in order to per- 
form what they charge the Profeſſor as having omitted; and 
if this be what they would have had him to ſay, in giving a 
Name to, or a Notion of that Unity, they have made his Ex- 
duſe even in arguing againſt him; for they have ſaid no more 
than the Libel bears the Profeſſor to have ſaid in Effect, and 
even more forceibly : For what are we profited by being told, 
as a Name to that Oneneſs, that it is Numerical, and as a Nos 
tion of it that it is but one and not more. goa l 
It is indeed all that can be ſaid. And ſo far the Presbytery 
which framed the Libel are in the Right; But it is no more 
then the Profeſſor has ſaid, and therefore they are in the Wrong, 
to find Fault with him for not ſaying enough: For the only 
Thing they do, which he has not done, is the uſing of a Word 
which adds no Light to the Matter; for what Idea do we get 
by the Term Numerically one further than by | 
One ? Or what further Notion of Unity by being told that it 
_ excludes Plurality ? Has not the Profeſſor ſaid all this as the 
Libel it ſelf expreſly bears? viz. That there is but one God in 
| Three Perſons; and that there is not a Plurality of Subſtances 
zn the Godhead, which the rejecting the Term Specifical neceſ- 
ſarily imports, as well as there js more than a Unity of Perſons, 
which is the only Thing that the rejeting the Term Numerical 
can import when join'd with the other! It is not ſurely a 
Fault to aſſert both the Parts of this myſterious Truth at once; 
and in aſſerting the Unity of the Godhead, to be ever mind ful 
of the Trinity of Perſons, and in aſſerting the Trinity always to 
remember the Unity of the Godhead. Ft 0194 210 ore 
The Profeffar has aſſerted both, in Terms that could not he 
miſunderſtood, and is not alledged to have ſaid ſeparately that 
the Three Divine Perſons were not of Que Numerical Subſtance, 


which indeed had been very unſafe, and, without ſome Ex- 


plication ſubjoined, very unſound, and world have imported 
a Denial of the Divine Unity. But the rejecting that Word in 
the Manner libelled, was neither unſound nor could be unſafe, - 
becauſe with the ſame Breath the Plærality of Subſtances was 
denied, and the Unity of the Godhead in the Trinity of Per- 


ſons, affirmed in the plaineſt Manner. 


And what Notion could he poſſibly give of that Unity, other 


then the Presbytery of aſp has given in the Libel, and 
have admitted that the Profeſſor pave, vit · That it is ſuch a 
man as excludes 3 Plurality of Gods or 


or Oneneſs, and adds by Way of 
hat there cannot be any but Numerical _ 4 
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Subſtances ? And was it not rf at the ſame Time, to add 
2s the Libel ſays the Profeſſor did, That it was ſuch 4 U- 
nity as admits of Three Perſons? What would they have had 
him to ſay more? Was he to pretend to (= mp the Manner 
how thefe two were conſiſtent ? Who can tell that, or find out 
the Almighty to Perfection? To that Queſtion there can be 
vo Anſwer, but that the Thing is revealed, and is thepefoge 
humbly- to be adored and believed; but that it is 4 Myſtery. 
: d, and therefare we ean 
neither comprehend nor explain it. 
The Proof of this Articls will further ſhow that the” Pro- 
fellor never rejected the Uſe of the Term Numerical, without 
at the ſame Time explaining the Senſe. in which he took it, 
ſo as to exclude any unlound Meaning in his rejeRing it. But 
indeed there ſeems to be nd Uſe for the Proof of an Exclupa- 
tion, when the Exculpation is contained in the very Article 
of the Libel itſelf; for whatever in a Libel makes for the De- 
fender, is as good as fully proved in favours of him, and no 
further Proof of it is neceſſar . 9 


A PAPER which Mr. SIMSON gave 5h. 


zo the Aſſembly; May 18. 1727 . 
DNofeftor Simſon humbly offers to the Venerable" Affembly, 


evant by the Affembly. 
. Th g 


Perſons. 3 1 | 6 3 2 
2dly, That Independenc) is to be affirmed of the Soß of 


G od, as it nifies an E lential Perfection of His Divine Na- 


re, which is equally common to all the Perſons of the Ty. 
3dly, That the Three Perfons of the Trinit) are of due 
Subſtance in Number, not taken in ſuch a Senſe às that Phraſe * 


is in common Uſe applied to Creatures, Which reſtricks it to 


one Perſon, but in a ple fe the ſtricteſt Unity of the 
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for his Vindication, his Sentiments upon the Subject ok 
e Articles of the Libel againſt him that have been found re- 


a+ Chriſt is Neceſſar;ly-exiftent in the common and. 

ordinary Senſe of that Word, as it ſignifies an TmpoMhility 
dot to have been, which. is one of the Eſſential Perfe@lons of 
he Diyine Nature that are Equally common to all the Three 
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God head in Oppoſition to a Plurality of Gods, yet conſiſtent 
_ their being Three Perſons in Oppoſition to one Per 


| Jann Sing, 
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ACT of the General Aſſembly 


Edinburgh, May 18. 1725. 


cable for them to overtake, what yet remains of the 
a Proceſs laid before them from the Reports of the lat 
Aſſembly's Committee for Purity of Doctrine, and the Pres: 
by tery of Glaſgow, concerning Mr. John Simſon Profeſſor ot 
Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſgew, in ſuch a Manner as 
the Variety of the Matter, and'great Importance thereof, as 
alſo the clearing and vindicating of Divine Truths require: 
And yet that it is fit; that tue Supreme | Judicatory "of thi 
Church only ſhould give a final Determination therein; did 
therefore agree that the ſame be delayed till the next General 
Aﬀembly. And in order to the further preparing and ripen- 
ing this whole Affair, appointed the Perſons aftermentioned, 
viz. Mr. William Hamilton Profeſſor of Divinity in the Un. 
verſity of Edinburgh their Moderator, Maſters James Haddon 


"Js General Aſſembly conſidering that it is not practi. 


Principal of the New College of St. Andrews, William Wiſe 


hart Principal: of the College of Edinburgh, George Chalmers 
Principal of the King's College of Aberdeen, Thomas Blackwel 
Ir ripcipal of the New College of Aberdeen, David Anderſon 
Profetfor of Divinity in the 


verſity of 7 


> 


of Edinburgh, Mr. Robert Dandas of Arniſten Adrpeato, Co. 
| : | | q one! 


Bd 


E 
8 711 | ing's College of Aberdeen, Mat. 
thew Crawford Profeſſor of Ecclefiaſtick: Hiſtory in the Uni- 


Nine of the 


_ Cauſe; and the Aſſembly hereby earneſtly obteſts al 


ted to attend upon the ſaid Committee, when calle 


(189 ) 


lone! John Erskine of Carnock, and Mr. James Boſwel of Au- ' 
chinleck Advocate, Ruling Elders, to be a Committee, where- 


of Thirteen to be a Quorum, and Nine always to be Mini- 
ſters ; and that their firſt Meeting ſhall be in the Old Church 
Iſle of Edinburgh, upon Monday the T wenty ſecond Inſtant, at 
Clock in the Forenoon, and their ſubſequent 
ſtated Meetings to be upon Tueſday before each quarterly 
Meeting of the Commiſſion of. this General Aſſembly in the 
ſame Place at four of the Clock in the Afﬀterngon, with Power 
to them to chuſe their own Moderator and Clerk, and to ad- 
Journ themlelves to ſuch Times and Places as — ſhall ſee 
the Mem- 
bers of the ſaid Committee, punctually to attend as they ſhall © 
be accountable to the next General Aſſembly; and it is here- 
by declared, that any Miniſters of the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 
who ſhall attend the Meetings of this Committee, ſhall be. 
Members thereof, tho' not of the above Nomination. And 
the General Aﬀembly gives full Power to the ſaid Committee 
to proceed upon the Articles in the Proceſs, both as to the 
Libel and Queries, and what has followed thereupon, not 
Judged by this Aſſembly, and upon what elſe is contained in 
the Act of the laſt Aſſembly for preſerving Purity of Doctrine, 
which the Presbytery of Glaſgow and former Committee could 
not overtake 3 and that they proceed in the whole, hereby 
committed to them, conform to the Powers and Dire&ions of 
that AR, and w/que ad ſententiam, but ſhall not paſs a Sen- 
tence either en or condemning Mr. Simſon, but report 
their Diligence to the next General Aſſembly: All being 
referred to their Judgment. And it is recommended to the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow to be aſſiſtant to the Committee, as 
they ſhall be required by them. And Mr. Simj on is * | 
b 
them, and upon the next General Aſſembly when and ee 
they ſhall happen to meet. And the General Afembly in the 
iuterim, on account of the Articles in the Libel charged on Mr. 
Simſon, which have been found relevant and proven, judged 
he ought to be ſuſpended ; likeas, they hereby ſuſpend him 


from teaching and preaching, till the Meeting of the next Ge- 


neral Aﬀlembly. 7 1 8 
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